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2.1 INTRODUCTION 
The Responses to Comments chapter contains responses to each of the comment letters 
submitted regarding the Project 8 Winery Project (proposed project) Draft EIR during the public 
review period and a response to the verbal comments received at the hearing to receive public 
comment on the Draft EIR. 
 
The County appreciates the time and effort taken by commenters to express their views and 
concerns as a part of this process. These views and recommendations are considered by County 
staff in developing the staff recommendation, and by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations and decision-making regarding certification of the EIR and 
adoption of the proposed project. 
 
Section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines directs that lead agencies must prepare written 
responses to those comments received during the Draft EIR comment period that raise “significant 
environmental issues.” The County is not required to respond to comments on non-CEQA issues 
or to respond to late comments. Nevertheless, the County has chosen to respond to all comments 
received on the Draft EIR in this Responses to Comments chapter. The County has opted to take 
this broad approach to facilitate the public process, document the exchange of information, and 
provide important information about considerations relevant to the proposed project. 
 
Where a comment provides the opinion, preference, or observation of the commenter (e.g., 
opinions on the merits of the project that are unrelated to its environmental impacts), without 
substantiation, this is acknowledged for the record, and no further response is provided. All 
comments, whether substantiated by facts or simply reflecting the position of the commenter, 
have been considered by the County throughout this process. 
 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, “The level of detail contained in the response… 
may correspond to the level of detail provided in the comment (i.e., responses to general 
comments may be general). A general response may be appropriate when a comment does not 
contain or specifically refer to readily available information, or does not explain the relevance of 
evidence submitted with the comment.” Thus, when a commenter expresses general concerns 
like the proposed project would result in “more traffic,” “increased noise,” “effects on water quality,” 
or “increased light and glare,” a specific response is not offered. Rather, the commenter is referred 
to those sections of the Draft EIR where the referenced general concern is evaluated in detail. 
For example, project-related traffic and its effect on the regional roadway network is evaluated in 
Chapter 16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. Potential impacts related to noise and vibration 
associated with construction and operation of the proposed project are addressed in Chapter 14, 
Noise, of the Draft EIR. The potential effects of the project on local hydrology and water quality, 
including groundwater, are addressed in Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft 
EIR, and project-related effects associated with light and glare are assessed in Chapter 4, 
Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. 
 

2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
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2.2 MASTER RESPONSES 
Many of the commenters raised similar concerns regarding the proposed project alternatives, the 
project site’s Williamson Act Contract, the proposed 75-foot-tall Octagon Building and gravity 
processing, the proposed accessory restaurant, and the proposed Zoning Text Amendment 
(ZTA). Rather than responding individually, master responses have been developed to address 
the comments comprehensively. These master responses have been referenced, as needed, in 
the individual responses to comments that follow.  
 
Summary of Master Responses 
The following is a summary of the master responses provided below. 
 

• Master Response 1: Project Alternatives 
• Master Response 2: Williamson Act 
• Master Response 3: Octagon Building and Gravity Processing 
• Master Response 4: Accessory Restaurant 
• Master Response 5: ZTA 

 
Master Response 1: Project Alternatives 
As summarized in Draft EIR section 21.3, and provided in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, an 
EIR shall provide a reasonable range of alternatives that achieves the project objectives but 
avoids or reduces significant project impacts. The alternatives analysis is not required to consider 
every project alternative but is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth 
only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. (See CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15126.6(a).) The alternative analysis in the Draft EIR considered four different alternatives. One 
alternative (Off-Site Alternative) was considered but rejected from detailed analysis for the 
reasons outlined in Chapter 21; Alternatives Analysis of the draft EIR. Three alternatives were 
analyzed in detail (see Draft EIR, Chapter 21). The County believes this provides a reasoned 
choice of alternatives for consideration by the public and decisionmakers. 

Requirement to Avoid or Substantially Lessen Significant Effects of the 
Proposed Project 
Pursuant to 15126.6(a) and (b), alternatives must be capable of “…avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the project…” The following discussion will demonstrate how 
the Draft EIR complies with this mandate.  

In addition to the No Project Alternative required pursuant to CEQA, the alternatives evaluated in 
the Draft EIR were conceptually designed with an intent to substantially lessen the two significant 
and unavoidable effects identified for the proposed project: aesthetics and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) (see Section 20.5 of Chapter 20, Statutorily Required Sections). 

The Reduced Height Alternative was conceptually designed to address the project’s significant 
and unavoidable aesthetic impact attributed to the 75-foot-tall octagon building atop the on-site 
hill. The Draft EIR determined that implementation of the proposed project would result in 
substantial degradation to public views as seen from Callison Road/Main Entry and the commuter 
rail line, due primarily to the proposed octagon building, which would extend above the existing 
tree canopy on the hillside and silhouette against the sky (see Draft EIR, p. 4-25). The Draft EIR 
requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 4-2 to reduce the project’s aesthetic impact to the 
extent feasible.  The mitigation, among other things, requires additional plantings along the 
project’s Callison Road frontage, a living façade on floors 2-4 of the octagon building, and 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-3 

structural materials on the upper portion of the octagon building that are representative of the 
surrounding oak woodland.  

Under the Reduced Height Alternative, the octagon building would be split into two shorter 
buildings, each built to a height of 36 feet, which is the maximum allowable height for buildings 
within the Farm Building 20-Acre Minimum (F-B-X 20) zoning designation. As such, a ZTA adding 
height limit exceptions to the Placer County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, Section 
17.56.330 of the Placer County Code, and a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow the octagon 
building to reach a height of 75 feet from the finished grade, would not be required under the 
Reduced Height Alternative. Given that the Reduced Height Alternative would reduce the height 
of the octagon building by approximately 39 feet, the split building under the Alternative would not 
be tall enough to create the desirable pressure for the wine to be filtered, as proposed by the 
project. As such, a 75-foot agricultural structure would be developed on-site atop the hill under 
the Reduced Height Alternative, and would be used solely for the gravity filtration process. A 
Minor Use Permit would be required to allow the structure to be constructed at a height of 75 feet. 
While this alternative is still anticipated to substantially degrade the visual character of the public 
viewpoints studied in the Draft EIR, thus not avoiding the project’s significant impact, Sections 
15126.6(a) and (b) require either avoidance or substantially lessening of a proposed project’s 
significant impact(s). The alternative would substantially lessen the project’s significant aesthetic 
effect by reducing the octagon building by 39 feet, and while the alternative includes a 75-foot-tall 
agricultural structure, this structure would consist of a scaffold-like open frame, allowing views 
through the structure, rather than the octagon’s solid walled structure. Thus, the agricultural 
structure would not be as imposing as the octagon building. In summary, the Reduced Height 
Alternative’s substantial lessening of the proposed project’s significant aesthetic impact meets the 
requirement for a CEQA alternative in Section 15126.6(a) and (b).  

The Reduced Operations Alternative was conceptually designed to address the project’s 
significant and unavoidable VMT impact attributed to the operations of the proposed project. 
Under the Reduced Operations Alternative, while the proposed project would operate seven days 
a week, under the Alternative the winery would operate four days a week (Thursday through 
Sunday). In addition, while the proposed project would include up to 220 events per year, including 
208 Agricultural Promotional Events, and a maximum of 12 Special Events, the Reduced 
Operations Alternative would assume a maximum of 115 events per year, including 103 
Agricultural Promotional Events and 12 Special Events. Finally, the Reduced Operations 
Alternative would comply with the maximum attendee requirement of 50 people at a time for 
Agricultural Promotional Events. As such, a CUP to increase the number from 50 to 75 maximum 
attendees at one time for Agricultural Promotional Events would not be required under the 
Reduced Operations Alternative.  

Based upon these reduced operational parameters, the Reduced Operations Alternative would 
generate 1,452 average daily VMT, which would be a reduction of 43 percent, as compared to 
the average daily VMT generated under the proposed project (2,561 average daily VMT). While 
this alternative is still anticipated to result in a significant and unavoidable VMT impact, 15126.6(a) 
and (b) require either avoidance or substantial lessening of a proposed project’s significant 
impact(s). The alternative would substantially lessen the project’s significant VMT effect by 
reducing the proposed project’s average daily VMT by 43 percent. In summary, the Reduced 
Operations Alternative’s substantial lessening of the proposed project’s significant VMT impact 
meets the requirement for a CEQA alternative in Section 15126.6(a) and (b).  
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Project Objectives 
Commenters have claimed that the objectives of the project are too narrow. The County disagrees 
that the project objectives are too narrow because, as the court has found in other cases, the 
objectives do not essentially call for the project to operate as proposed (We Advocate Through 
Environmental Review v. County of Siskiyou (2022) 78 Cal.App.5th 683). This is evidenced by 
the inclusion of an alternative that would substantially modify the proposed operations of the 
project, as described above, and another alternative that would substantially reduce the height of 
the proposed octagon building by approximately 50 percent as compared to the proposed project.   

An oft cited concern is Project Objective #3, Technology, which states the following:  

Optimize unique and energy efficient gravity flow processing to preserve the ideal 
molecular structure of the wine or minimize oxidation with the integration of the latest 
optical sorting technologies, data measuring, and fermenting methods to consistently 
produce high quality wine on-site and preserve operational flexibility. 

This objective stresses the applicant’s desire to produce high quality wine through advanced 
technological processes. The applicant’s proposed means of achieving gravity flow processing is 
utilization of the octagon structure atop the hill located on-site. Neither the applicant, their 
objective, nor the Draft EIR, claim that this is the only available means of gravity flow processing, 
nor do they claim that gravity flow filtration is mandatory to produce a high-quality wine. In further 
support, page 3-9 of the Draft EIR states in reference to the octagon:  

The building would sit atop the hill located in the northern portion of the project site in order 
to allow for gravity filtration down to the wine cave level, as well as to provide views 
overlooking the existing vineyards below (see Figure 3-6). 

The Draft EIR clearly states that the octagon is the means by which the applicant proposes to 
achieve gravity filtration. Nevertheless, the applicant did consider other means of providing the 
gravity flow processing on-site, and potential environmental ramifications. For example, a 
feasibility study done during the preliminary design phase of Project 8 explored excavating the 
cave to a depth deeper than currently proposed, which brought to light multiple challenges 
associated with meeting critical life safety requirements. For example, the cave, as proposed, 
represents the maximum depth that can be achieved before exceeding the maximum allowable 
emergency egress path of travel in a sprinklered facility. Increasing the depth, as suggested by 
several commenters, would introduce requirements for a series of multiple additional emergency 
exits which would render the cave impractical to construct and require substantial additional on-
site excavation and need for soil off-haul, the latter of which would not be required for the 
proposed project. Please see Master Response 3 for additional discussion regarding the 
anticipated benefits of the proposed method of gravity filtration as compared to other means.   

The above excerpt also acknowledges that the octagon is a means by which views of the 
vineyards can be provided to patrons of the winery from the tasting room level. This is particularly 
relevant to achieving Project Objective #4, Tasting and Dining, the Experience, which states the 
following: 

Provide on-site wine tasting, offered daily, and carefully crafted food and wine pairings in 
an iconic tasting/dining room with spectacular views of winery vineyards and the 
surrounding areas of Placer County in order to create memorable experiences for visitors 
and elevate Placer County as an agri-tourism destination. 

In short, the experience offered to patrons of Project 8 Winery is designed to be immersive and 
memorable. The octagon building, with respect to its architectural form and function, is at the 
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center of how the “iconic” distinction will be achieved from both an interior and exterior 
perspective. The interior, specifically the tasting room level, provides a unique opportunity to enjoy 
a tasting and/or food pairing experience while viewing the property’s vineyards as well as greater 
Placer County and beyond. The exterior achieves this by incorporating design features inspired 
by local history. For instance, the design of the top of the building is based on the sand domes 
seen on historical, original 1864 steam locomotives which were developed to enable the drive 
wheels of cargo laden trains to generate sufficient friction to travel through mountain passes like 
the Sierra. The use of weathered steel on the exterior also takes inspiration from antique 
equipment prevalent in the mining and railroad industries. Additionally, exterior walls throughout 
the winery’s design incorporate rammed earth construction in an effort to showcase the rich native 
soils of the area. Lastly, visitors to the winery will be able to get a firsthand look at various phases 
of the winemaking operations even before or without expenditure. This is made possible by 
viewing points with unrestricted access incorporated throughout the site beginning at the lower 
processing building where visitors get a view of the final steps of the winemaking process. From 
there, a carefully designed walking path will lead them to a pedestrian bridge over the main drive, 
affording views of the vineyards and valley below, before bringing them to a viewing area at the 
entrance to the main cave from which the main fermentation room and array of tanks can be 
observed. The walking path then meanders up the hillside to a sub-level underneath the octagon 
building where there will be an opportunity to see the grape processing operations.  

Master Response 2: Williamson Act 
Commenters have raised concerns about the proposed Project 8 Winery’s consistency with 
Agricultural Preserve/Williamson Act Contract PLN22-00200, including the proposed 3,700 
square foot residential use in the octagon building. The Draft EIR (page 5-20) states: 
  

“…on June 14, 2022, Resolution 2022-122 was adopted to rescind an existing 54-acre 
Agricultural Preserve (AGP 148) in order to establish two new Agricultural Preserves and 
Williamson Act Contracts PLN21-00578 and PLN22-00200. Agricultural Preserve PLN22-
00200 encompasses APN 031-220-061, a portion of which contains the approximately 18-
acre project site (see Figure 3-2 and Figure 5-3 of the Project Description). According to 
Resolution 2022-122, the inclusion of the northernmost project parcel (APN 031-220-061), 
where the proposed winery operations would occur, in an Agricultural Preserve and 
Williamson Act Contract is consistent with the Placer County General Plan, HBPCP, and 
the applicable provisions of State law, because such action would result in conservation of 
valuable agricultural land and improve the financial viability of Placer County’s agricultural 
economy. Land Conservation Agreement PLN22-00200 governing the northernmost parcel 
specifies compatible uses, among which include facilities for the purpose of selling 
products produced on the land, together with accessory facilities, sales of agricultural 
products produced off the premises, provided that the sale of such products is incidental 
and secondary to the sale of agricultural products produced on the premises.” 
 

On January 30, 2023, the Planning Department consulted with the Agricultural Commissioner and 
determined the proposed winery, accessory tasting room, accessory restaurant are compatible 
uses under a Williamson Act contract because these uses assist in the promotion of products 
produced on the land, are compatible with continuing agricultural operations, and are secondary 
to the sale of agricultural products produced on the premises (see Appendix 1). This determination 
is consistent with the list of compatible uses identified in Table 2 – Allowable Compatible Uses in 
Section 17.64.090 of the Placer County Code. The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (the 
“Williamson Act”; Gov. Code § 51200 et seq.) delegates authority to determine compatible uses 
to the local agency, and Section 17.64.090 of the Placer County Code provides the compatible 
uses allowed within the county. The table identifies agricultural accessory structures, agricultural 
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processing, and accessory storage as allowed on Residential-Agricultural and Farm zoned 
properties. As such, the identified uses, including operation of the winery, tasting room and other 
accessory uses, such as the restaurant, are compatible uses on the property because they assist 
in the promotion, production, marketing and sales of agricultural products onsite and are 
permissible uses on lands enrolled in the Williamson Act. 
 
In addition, as described in the Draft EIR, the second level of the octagon building would also 
include an approximately 3,700 sf residence that would be used by the owner primarily during 
harvest times. A single-family residence is a compatible use, as defined in the Land Conservation 
Agreement PLN22-00200 (13.1) and Table 2 of Placer County Code Section 17.64.090, given 
that the residential unit would be related to an agricultural use on-site. The purpose of allowing 
residential uses on land subject to a Williamson Act contract is to support on-site agricultural 
operations and is not providing nonagricultural related rural homesites. Residential uses, including 
one single-family dwelling per preserve contract, is allowed for the owner/manager of the parcel 
subject to the contract.  
 
Master Response 3: Octagon Building and Gravity Processing 
Several commenters express concern that the gravity processing proposed by the applicant is 
unnecessary, and essentially, a ruse, the real intent of which is to provide views for the proposed 
accessory restaurant. As already discussed in Master Response 1, Project Objective #3, 
Technology, identifies gravity flow processing as a method that will assist in producing high quality 
wine. The applicant’s proposed means of achieving gravity flow processing is utilization of the 
structure atop the hill located on-site. Neither the applicant, their objective, nor the Draft EIR, 
claim that this is the only available means of filtration. In further support, page 3-9 of the Draft EIR 
states in reference to the octagon structure:  

The building would sit atop the hill located in the northern portion of the project site in order 
to allow for gravity filtration down to the wine cave level, as well as to provide views 
overlooking the existing vineyards below (see Figure 3-6). 

 
The Draft EIR clearly states that the 75-foot-tall octagon building is how the applicant proposes 
to achieve gravity filtration. As can be seen in the above excerpt, the Draft EIR also acknowledges 
that the octagon structure is a means by which views of the winery and surroundings can be 
provided. Nevertheless, as discussed in Master Response 1, the applicant did consider other 
means of providing the desirable gravity flow processing on-site, and potential environmental 
ramifications. Master Response 1 summarizes the challenges of excavating the cave to a depth 
deeper than currently proposed, and the reasonable conclusion that providing multiple additional 
emergency exits, pursuant to state code, would require substantial additional on-site excavation 
and need for soil off-haul, the latter of which would not be required for the proposed project.  
 
In an effort to employ gravity filtration instead of pump filtration, and without the need to conduct 
significant underground earthwork that would render the project financially infeasible and result in 
the need for substantial soil off-haul from the project site, the project includes the 75-foot-tall 
octagon structure. While the aesthetic impact of the proposed octagon would be significant and 
unavoidable, as further discussed in Master Response 1, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation 
Measure 4-2 in an effort to reduce the magnitude of the impact. Many commenters allege that 
plantings will not be sufficient to reduce impacts. However, landscaping is the most common 
screening technique to soften views. Lighting, colors, and materials have also been taken into 
consideration. Furthermore, the Draft EIR includes a visual impact analysis prepared for the 
project that provides a visual simulation of the octagon building in the landscape. While the 
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building would not be entirely obscured, the innovative building design to reduce the building 
footprint and soften edges, with screening from retention of the existing oak woodlands, plantings 
along the Callison Road frontage and the building’s living façade, as well as the substantial 
building setback on the approximately forty-acre property demonstrate that feasible mitigation has 
been applied to the project, and these identified measures would serve to minimize the potential 
visual impact. 
 
Please also see Master Response 5 - ZTA, for a detailed discussion of the ZTA being requested 
by the applicant to allow the proposed octagon height, as well as the County’s methodology for 
calculating height.  
 
Master Response 4: Accessory Restaurant 
Commenters have raised concerns about the proposed Accessory Use – Restaurant being the 
focus of this project and operating more like a primary commercial use as compared to an 
accessory use. The following is provided for further explanation of an “Accessory Use – 
Restaurant” under the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance.  
 
General Plan policies encourage crop production, value-added production, tasting and other 
activities that support the agricultural industry. Increasingly, the service of wine or craft beer with 
food is viewed as an important component of marketing that helps support other locally-grown 
agricultural products and diversifies the agricultural sector. As an example, General Plan Policy 
7.C.3.3 provides support and reads as follows, 
 

“The County shall permit a wide variety of promotional and marketing activities for 
County-grown products in all zone districts where agricultural uses are authorized.” 

 
Commenters question how an Accessory Use – Restaurant would be determined as secondary 
to the primary use of the property as a winery. A winery can be established based on the 
definition for this type of facility and by meeting specific development standards. Those 
standards are determined based on zoning, minimum parcel size, vineyard acreage, parking, 
access, hours of operation, and more. In order to recognize accessory and subordinate food 
preparation and service, a regulatory provision for “Accessory Use –Restaurant” was included 
in Section 17.56.330 Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance. An “Accessory Use – Restaurant” 
is allowed with approval of a CUP. The specific purpose of a CUP is to allow for consideration 
of a use which may not otherwise be allowed as a matter of right within a zoning district. The 
size and scale of food preparation and service will be evaluated, and if determined to be  
consistent, will be conditioned through a use permit.   
 
One commenter states that the Planning Director is required to make a written finding for how 
the proposed “Accessory Use – Restaurant” was determined to be incidental or accessory. This 
determination is made through the CUP process. Section 17.04.030 – Definitions of the Zoning 
Ordinance, outlines a definition for an “Accessory Use” and sets a three-part evaluation for any 
winery proposing an “Accessory Use – Restaurant.” While crop production and the winery 
maintain the principal or main use of the 44-acre property, an “Accessory Use” is defined as 
follows, 
 

“‘Accessory Use’” means a use accessory to any principal use and customarily a part 
thereof, which is clearly incidental and secondary to a principal use, is significantly 
smaller in area than the principle use and does not change the character of the principal 
use.” 
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The principal use of the 44-acre property is crop production (vineyard) and wine production, 
which includes winery crushing, fermenting, bottling, bulk and bottle storage, shipping, receiving, 
laboratory, equipment storage and maintenance facilities, and employee-designated restrooms, 
etc. For the Project 8 Winery, the existing crop production land use, which is not part of the 
proposed project, includes 18 acres of vineyard located on the 44-acre property. Off-site 
additional existing vineyards within Placer County (through ownership and management 
agreements) are currently under production for this winery as detailed in Response to Comment 
9-39.  
 
The production area proposed with the winery is 81 percent of the total square footage proposed 
with the project. Total area for accessory uses within the winery is 16 percent (tasting rooms, 
public spaces and residence) with 3 percent being the area for the fixed seat restaurant, 
including the kitchen and the dining area. The Project 8 accessory use – restaurant meets the 
definition for an accessory use because it has demonstrated that it is 1) clearly incidental or 
secondary to crop production and wine production, 2) it is significantly smaller in area than the 
principal use, and 3) will not change the character of the principal use. This reasoning will be 
further outlined as part of the analysis and findings under the CUP process for this project and 
additional detail on the proposed accessory restaurant is provided in Response to Comment 10-
14. 
 

Operations: Processing, Bottling, Packaging, 
Administration, etc. 

81% / 73,000 ft2 

Accessory Use: Event Space, Tasting Room, 
Residence, Commercial Kitchen 

16% / 14,000 ft2 

Accessory Restaurant: 32 Seat Dining Area 3% / 2,725 ft2 

 
Master Response 5: ZTA 
Commenters have raised concerns about the Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA) proposed by the 
Project 8 Winery stating that this request is a doubling of the allowed structural height, out of scale 
and character with the community, and that the project will set a height exception precedent for 
wineries which other commercial buildings or individual properties would not be granted. 
Commenters have also raised concerns that the ZTA should be considered independent of this 
application.    
 
The existing height limit in the Farm zone district is 36 feet, except as otherwise provided by 
Section 17.54.020 (Height limits and exceptions), or by Article 17.56 (Specific Use Requirements). 
The project is proposing to allow the octagon building to be constructed to a height of 75 feet from 
the finished grade. As part of this proposal, the applicant is requesting a ZTA that could authorize 
the additional height through the conditional use permit process. As stated on Draft EIR page 3-
11, the applicant’s proposal is to add the following language to the Placer County Winery and 
Farm Brewery Ordinance, Section 17.56.330(E), Development and Operational Standards: 
 

Height Limit Exceptions. Notwithstanding the Site Development Standards for the 
applicable zone or Section 17.54.020 (Height limits and exceptions), a structure for a 
winery, tasting room, or accessory use-restaurant under this section may exceed the 
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prescribed height limit for the applicable zone if the additional height is authorized through 
a conditional use permit (CUP) process that includes an analysis of visual impacts including 
photo simulations. 

 
The ZTA would allow the CUP process to determine the Octagon building maximum height. The 
Draft EIR includes photo simulations that would establish the height limit at 75 feet from the 
finished grade (plus rooftop mechanical equipment).   

The measurement of the Octagon building, 75 feet from finished grade, was used to provide a 
clearly identifiable point of reference since the structure is designed on top of the wine cave, and 
for purposes of a full explanation in the environmental document. However, the County’s height 
requirements do not calculate height from finished grade, but instead from average grade.  Height 
limits for buildings and structures are established by County Code Chapter 17, Articles 17.06 
through 17.52 (Zone Districts and Allowable Uses of Land), and 17.56 (Specific Use 
Requirements) and Section 17.54.020 (Height limits and exceptions). The height limits for 
buildings and structures are measured from the highest point of the structure to the average of 
the highest and lowest points where the exterior walls touch the grade or finished pad grade. (See 
17.54.020, Figure 17.54-A.) Based on the average grade requirement in the County’s height 
requirements, a residential building in the same location would be permissible at 55.4 feet 
measured from the natural average grade, which is equivalent to 69.4 feet where the exterior 
walls touch the lowest point of grade. For direction comparison purposes, the project is proposing 
a structure that is 75 feet from finished grade, where a residential structure at the same location, 
would be allowed at 69.4 feet from finished grade.  

In addition to the exceptions allowed under Zoning Ordinance Section 17.54.020 (D), additional 
height exceptions are permitted through discretionary permit processes, including use permits 
and variances. The discretionary process allows aesthetics to be considered and can often 
include photo simulations to be reviewed and conditions for screening and design (i.e., 
landscaping; colors and materials) as factors that would permit taller buildings.  

 

A visual impact analysis was conducted for this project, and mitigation has been established to 
reduce potential visual impacts. The visual impact analysis and the identified mitigation are 
consistent with visual impact analyses and mitigation measures for other projects that have 
requested exceptions to height limits.  
 
Furthermore, while many commenters suggest that the proposed project will lead to other, similar 
requests by agricultural operators to increase maximum allowable structure height, it is important 
to note that any future development projects applying for a height increase would do so 
independently of the proposed project and would be subject to separate environmental review 
and discretionary approval, including an analysis of the visual impacts with photo simulations. 
Consideration of the ZTA, as requested for this project, would not commit the County towards any 
particular course of action regarding future, similar requests, and the requirement of a conditional 
use permit would require a public hearing prior to determination on any subsequent project. The 
extent to which there may be additional future requests is speculative and would require the 
County to engage in pure guesswork not only as to where and when such proposals may be 
made, but also as to details such as the desired height and characteristics of surrounding 
topography and vegetation. Any future actions on the part of private property owners are too 
speculative to be considered in the Draft EIR for any sort of meaningful environmental review. 
Per Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines, CEQA does not require evaluation of speculative 
impacts. 
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In response to the concern that the ZTA should be considered independent of the Project 8 Winery 
application, this approach to the analysis could be considered segmentation of the potential 
impacts or “piecemealing”, which is prohibited by CEQA.  The CEQA Guidelines define a project 
as “the whole of the action” that may result either directly or indirectly in physical changes to the 
environment. This broad definition is intended to provide the maximum protection of the 
environment. Piecemealing means dividing a project into two or more pieces and evaluating each 
piece in a separate environmental document, rather than evaluating the whole of the project in 
one environmental document. Dividing a project into a number of pieces would allow a Lead 
Agency to minimize the apparent environmental impacts of a project by evaluating individual 
pieces separately, each of which may have a less than-significant impact on the environment, but 
which together may result in a significant impact. Segmenting a project may also hinder 
developing comprehensive mitigation strategies. In general, if an activity or facility is necessary 
for the operation of a project, or necessary to achieve the project objectives, or a reasonably 
foreseeable consequence of approving the project, then it should be considered an integral 
project component that should be analyzed within the environmental analysis. Because the ZTA 
is an integral part of the Project 8 proposal, it is appropriate to include the ZTA as a component 
of the Project 8 project description.  It is important to note that future applications under the ZTA 
would be subject to environmental review in support of their discretionary conditional use permit. 

2.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
The following 94 letters were received by the County during the public comment period for the 
Draft EIR. Four additional letters were received by the County after the public comment period 
had closed. Each bracketed comment letter is followed by numbered responses to each bracketed 
comment. In addition, comments from 35 verbal commenters were received during the public 
hearing held on December 15, 2022 to solicit public comments on the Draft EIR. A numbered 
response is provided to the verbal comments, following the responses to the 98 letters. The 
responses amplify or clarify information provided in the Draft EIR and/or refer the reader to the 
appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found. Comments that 
are not directly related to environmental issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the project that are 
unrelated to its environmental impacts) are either discussed or noted for the record, as 
appropriate. Where revisions to the Draft EIR text are required in response to the comments, such 
revisions are noted in the response to the comment, and are also listed in Chapter 3 of this Final 
EIR. All new text is shown as double underlined and deleted text is shown as struck through. 
 
The changes to the analysis contained in the Draft EIR represent only minor 
clarifications/amplifications and do not constitute significant new information. In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. Each letter has 
been considered by the County and addressed, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, 
prior to certification of this Final EIR.   
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LETTER 1: ANN HOBBS, PLACER COUNTY AIR POLLUTION CONTROL 
DISTRICT 

 
Response to Comment 1-1 
The Local Air Quality Monitoring section on page 6-9 of the Draft EIR presents data from the 
nearest local air quality monitoring station to the project site, which is the Auburn-Atwood Rd 
station. This station is located approximately six miles northeast of the project site. In response 
to the comment, and for clarification purposes, page 6-9 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as 
follows:  
 

Local Air Quality Monitoring 
Air quality is monitored by CARB at various locations to determine which air quality 
standards are being violated, and to direct emission reduction efforts, such as developing 
attainment plans and rules, incentive programs, etc. Within Placer County, the PCAPCD 
owns and operates a total of four local air quality monitoring sites, and the CARB owns and 
operates one local air quality monitoring site. The nearest local air quality monitoring station 
to the project site is the Auburn-Atwood Rd station, which is located approximately six miles 
northeast of the project site. Table 6-4 presents the number of days that the State and 
federal AAQS were exceeded for the three-year period from 2018 to 2020. Due to the 
limited data available from the Auburn-Atwood Rd station, Table 6-4 also includes 
information from the next closest station: the Roseville-N Sunrise Blvd station.  

 
This minor text change is for clarification purposes and does not affect the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 1-2 
Reference to the County’s Chipper Program is included in the Existing Environmental Setting 
section of Chapter 18, Wildfire, of the Draft EIR, and is not intended to describe chipping that 
would occur as part of the proposed project. Rather, the discussion is intended to present an 
overview of the current fuel treatment efforts ongoing within the project region, including both 
residential and non-residential programs. As stated on page 18-8 of the Draft EIR, “The Placer 
County Resource Conservation District’s (RCD) Chipper Program provides low-cost brush 
chipping for residents in Placer County. The Chipper Program continues to be available for local 
residents seeking to reduce fire hazards and improve defensible space around buildings and 
structures.” Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately describes this program as being a residential 
program. 
 
Response to Comment 1-3 
Page 6-26 includes a list of Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) rules and 
regulations that projects under the jurisdiction of the PCAPCD are required to comply with. As 
noted therein, “Regulation 2 is comprised of prohibitory rules that are written to achieve emission 
reductions from specific source categories. The rules are applicable to existing sources as well 
as new sources. Examples of prohibitory rules include Visible Emissions (Rule 202), Nuisance 
(Rule 205), Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials (Rule 217), Architectural Coatings 
(Rule 218), Wood Burning Appliances (Rule 225), and Fugitive Dust (Rule 228).” As such, 
reference to Rule 225 is included within the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, in response to the comment, 
and for clarification purposes, page 6-26 of the Draft EIR is hereby revised as follows: 
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Regulation 2 – Prohibitions 
Regulation 2 is comprised of prohibitory rules that are written to achieve emission 
reductions from specific source categories. The rules are applicable to existing sources as 
well as new sources. Examples of prohibitory rules include Visible Emissions (Rule 202), 
Nuisance (Rule 205), Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving Materials (Rule 217), 
Architectural Coatings (Rule 218), Wood Burning Appliances (Rule 225), and Fugitive Dust 
(Rule 228).  
 
It should be noted that in accordance with Rule 225, only U.S. EPA Phase II certified wood 
burning devices shall be allowed in single-family residences. The emission potential from 
each residence shall not exceed a cumulative total of 7.5 grams per hour for all devices. 
Masonry fireplaces shall have either an EPA certified Phase II wood burning device or shall 
be a U.L. Listed Decorative Gas Appliance. (Based on APCD Rule 225). 
 

This minor text change is for clarification purposes and does not affect the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  

 
Response to Comment 1-4 
As discussed on page 3-12 of the Draft EIR, a 660 kilovolt-ampere (kVA) minimum diesel or 
propane generator with required electrical interlock would be housed at the proposed utility pad. 
The generator would be intended for emergency backup only. Page 6-26 includes a list of 
PCAPCD rules and regulations that projects under the jurisdiction of the PCAPCD are required 
to comply with, including Regulation 5, which is intended to provide an orderly procedure for the 
review of new sources, and modification and operation of existing sources, of air pollution through 
the issuance of permits. The proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable 
rules under Regulation 5 such as General Permit Requirements (Rule 501), New Source Review 
(Rule 502), Emission Statement (Rule 503), Emission Reduction Credits (Rule 504), and Toxics 
New Source Review (Rule 513). Additionally, as discussed on pages 6-35 through 6-37 of the 
Draft EIR, the proposed project would be required to comply with standard Placer County 
conditions of approval, which include various requirements that would result in additional 
reductions of emissions related to implementation of the proposed project. Moreover, the County’s 
standard conditions of approval require grading plans for the proposed project to include a note 
which would ensure that, in compliance with PCAPCD Rule 501, “any device or process that 
discharges 2 pounds per day or more of air contaminants into the atmosphere, as defined by 
Health and Safety Code Section 39013, may require an APCD permit. Developers/contractors 
should contact the APCD prior to construction and obtain any necessary permits prior to the 
issuance of a Building Permit.” 
 
Furthermore, all impacts related to air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions were 
determined to be less-than-significant within the Draft EIR. Therefore, while PCAPCD rules and 
regulations would help to reduce criteria pollutant emissions generated by the proposed project, 
the measures are not required in order to reduce an identified significant impact under CEQA. 
 
Response to Comment 1-5 
Mitigation Measure 18-2 is included in the Draft EIR in an effort to minimize fire hazards, as the 
project site is located within a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) area and a wildland-
urban interface (WUI) zone. The measure would preclude the use of burning, including cultural 
burning, as a safe form of vegetation management within the project site boundaries near the 
winery building and accessory structures.  However, normal agricultural methods of vegetation 
management would be allowed on the remainder of the 44.14-acre parcel outside of the project 
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boundary including prescribed burning where appropriate. The PCAPCD’s management of the 
County’s smoke management program for prescribed burning is noted and appreciated. 
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LETTER 2: MAXINE COTTRELL, CENTRAL VALLEY REGIONAL WATER 
QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 

 
Response to Comment 2-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 2-2 
The comment provides regulatory information concerning water quality and does not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Impacts of the project on water quality are addressed in Chapter 12, Hydrology & Water Quality, 
and Chapter 10, Geology & Soils, of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 2-3 
Please see Response to Comment 2-2.  
 
Response to Comment 2-4 
Please see Response to Comment 2-2. As noted in the comment, the project site is located 
outside of any Prioritized Groundwater Basin in the Nitrate Control Program, so no action is 
required.  
 
Response to Comment 2-5 
The proposed project’s requirements related to the Construction General Permit are discussed in 
Chapter 10, Geology & Soils, of the Draft EIR. Page 10-19 of the Draft EIR states the following: 
 

Improvement Plans provided to the County prior to authorization of construction would 
conform to provisions of the County Grading Ordinance (Article 15.48 of the Placer County 
Code) and the Stormwater Quality Ordinance (Article 8.38 of the Placer County Code) that 
are in effect at the time of submittal. The preparation of and compliance with a stormwater 
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) would be part of the project’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction stormwater quality permit, issued by 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB). Before 
Improvement Plan approval, the Placer County Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) 
would require evidence of the State-issued Waste Discharge Identification Number or filing 
of the Notice of Intent and fees. The SWPPP would include strategies to manage 
stormwater from the construction site and treat runoff before being discharged from the 
site. The site-specific SWPPP developed for the proposed project would have protocols to 
be followed and monitored during construction, including effective response actions if 
necessary. The SWPPP is considered a “living document” that could be modified as 
construction activities progress. 
 

Additionally, page 10-19 of the Draft EIR sets forth Mitigation Measure 10-2(a), which requires 
the project applicant to provide evidence of a Waste Discharger Identification (WDID) number 
generated by the Central Valley RWQCB to the Placer County Engineering and Surveying 
Division, which would serve as the RWQCB approval or permit under the NPDES construction 
stormwater quality permit. 
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Response to Comment 2-6 
The proposed project is not anticipated to include dewatering activities during construction. If, 
however, groundwater is encountered, the applicant would apply for coverage to the Central 
Valley RWQCB. 
 
Response to Comment 2-7 
Please see Response to Comment 2-6. 
 
Response to Comment 2-8 
The proposed project’s consistency with Placer County’s MS4 Permit (NPDES General Permit 
No. CAS000004, Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ), pursuant to the NPDES Phase II program, is 
discussed in Chapter 12, Hydrology & Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. Specifically, page 12-24 of 
the Draft EIR includes the following: 
 

Phase II MS4 Permit Requirements 
As discussed previously, the proposed project is located within the permit area covered by 
Placer County’s MS4 Permit (NPDES General Permit No. CAS000004, Order No. 2013-
0001-DWQ), pursuant to the NPDES Phase II program. Project-related stormwater 
discharges are subject to all applicable requirements of said permit. Specifically, as noted 
above, regulated projects are required to divide the project area into DMAs and implement 
and direct water to appropriately-sized SDMs and Baseline Hydromodification Measures 
to each DMA. Source control measures must be designed for pollutant-generating activities 
or sources consistent with recommendations from the CASQA Stormwater BMP Handbook 
for New Development and Redevelopment, or equivalent manual, and must be shown on 
the Improvement Plans. 

 
The Draft EIR sets forth Mitigation Measures 12-2(b), 12-2(d), and 12-2(e) (see pages 12-28 and 
12-29 of the Draft EIR), which detail the requirements to which the proposed project would be 
subject to ensure the project is consistent with the provisions of the County’s MS4 Permit. 
Mitigation Measure 12-2(b) necessitates that the project Improvement Plans show water quality 
treatment facilities/Best Management Practices (BMPs), designed in accordance with applicable 
standards, with all permanent BMPs maintained, as required, to ensure effectiveness. Mitigation 
Measure MM 12-2(d) requires the proposed project to implement permanent and operational 
source control measures, as applicable, as well as Low Impact Development (LID) standards 
designed to reduce runoff, treat stormwater, and provide baseline hydromodification management 
as outlined in the West Placer Storm Water Quality Design Manual. Finally, Mitigation Measure 
12-2(e) mandates that the proposed project submit a final Storm Water Quality Plan (SWQP), as 
well as incorporate site design measures, source control measures, and LID standards, as 
necessary, into the project design and Improvement Plans.  
 
With incorporation of Mitigation Measures 12-2(b), 12-2(d), and 12-2(e), as well as all other 
applicable mitigation measures, the Draft EIR concluded the proposed project would not create 
or contribute runoff water which would include substantial additional sources of polluted runoff or 
otherwise substantially degrade surface water quality. 
 
Response to Comment 2-9 
The proposed project consists of a full production winery, including wine production facilities, a 
tasting room, an underground wine cave network, an accessory restaurant, and other associated 
facilities. Therefore, the project does not require a NPDES Industrial General Permit. 
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Response to Comment 2-10 
The proposed project’s winery process water system is discussed in Chapter 12, Hydrology & 
Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. Specifically, with regard to the SWRCB requirements for the 
proposed project’s winery process water system, pages 12-26 through 12-27 of the Draft EIR 
include the following: 
 

The SWRCB has developed general Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for wineries 
with activities related to producing wine or grape juice that generate winery waste and 
discharge process water for reuse or disposal. Dischargers authorized under the general 
WDRs are classified into regulatory tiers based on the permitted annual facility process 
water design flow, which is the total volume of process water that may be discharged from 
the winery, including process water generated from outdoor processing areas, and 
measured prior to treatment. The application requirements, fees, and monitoring and 
reporting requirements are connected to, and commensurate with, the complexity of the 
discharge regulated under each tier. According to the SWRCB, wineries with process water 
design flows less than 10,000 gallons per year (gal/yr) are unlikely to degrade water quality 
and are therefore exempt from the WDRs, as long as the wineries otherwise comply with 
the requirements included in the SWRCB General Order. As such, based on the SWRCB 
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Winery Process Water, if the proposed project 
is determined to produce less than 10,000 gal/yr of process water, adverse impacts to 
water quality would not occur. If the proposed project is determined to produce more than 
10,000 gal/yr of process water, compliance with the WDRs would ensure that adverse 
impacts to water quality would not occur. 
 

In addition, the Draft EIR sets forth Mitigation Measure 12-2(f) (see page 12-29 of the Draft EIR), 
which requires the project applicant provide evidence to Placer County Environmental Health 
Department of compliance with the SWRCB general Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for 
wineries with activities related to producing wine or grape juice that generate winery waste and 
discharge process water for reuse or disposal as applicable, prior to final occupancy. With 
incorporation of Mitigation Measure 12-2(f), as well as all other applicable mitigation measures, 
the Draft EIR concluded the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related 
to a violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantial 
degradation of surface or ground water quality during operations.  
 
Response to Comment 2-11 
The proposed project’s on-site septic system is discussed in Chapter 10, Geology and Soils, as 
well as Chapter 15, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 15-30 of 
the Draft EIR, according to the Septic Feasibility Report prepared for the proposed project, the 
two zones within the project boundary have been deemed suitable for on-site septic disposal, and 
the on-site septic system would have adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand. 
The Draft EIR also noted that ultimately, the detailed design of the on-site septic system(s) to be 
installed for the proposed project would be carried out by qualified individuals during the 
construction document phase of the project. The final proposed design would then be evaluated 
by County staff as part of the permit review process. A septic permit would be obtained from the 
Placer County Environmental Health Division prior to building permit issuance to allow for the 
development of the on-site septic system. 
  
Response to Comment 2-12 
Project 8 process wastewater will be captured, routed, and treated using a completely separate 
system from the sanitary sewer. The project, as described in the Project Description, would 
include an on-site treatment process for the winery operation process wastewater, which would 
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help conserve natural resources, protect ground/surface water, and overcome land constraints. 
The selected wastewater treatment system would remove harmful pathogens and other harmful 
bacteria from the process water down to a level acceptable for re-application as irrigation for the 
vineyard and landscaped areas, water features/fountains, and/or dust control. The process 
wastewater treatment system would be located aboveground, adjacent to the 
processing/warehouse building in the turnaround area on the westerly side of the project site.  
 
Response to Comment 2-13 
Recently planted wine grapes are located within the same 44.14-acre parcel area as the project 
site, but are outside of the project site boundaries. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
include the production of commercial irrigated agriculture, and regulatory coverage under the 
Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program (ILRP) would not be required. 
 
Response to Comment 2-14 
As detailed on page 7-43 of the Draft EIR, the only aquatic resources identified within the project 
site are a 0.093-acre segment of the Antelope Canal within the northern portion of the site and a 
0.006-acre unvegetated, small roadside drainage ditch within the southern portion of the site, 
along the south side of Callison Road. Antelope Canal would not be impacted by the proposed 
project; however, the roadside ditch would be impacted by the proposed improvements to Callison 
Road that would be conducted as part of the project. According to the Draft EIR, confirmation 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) that the roadside drainage ditch does not require 
Section 404 coverage has not been obtained. Therefore, the Draft EIR included Mitigation 
Measure 7-3(d), which requires that the project applicant submit the Aquatic Resources 
Delineation (ARD) prepared for the proposed project to the USACE and RWQCB to determine if 
the roadside ditch is subject to USACE and/or RWQCB jurisdiction. If the roadside ditch is deemed 
non-jurisdictional by USACE and RWQCB, no further mitigation is required. If the ditch is subject 
to USACE and/or RWQCB jurisdiction, then the project applicant is required to comply with 
applicable Placer County Conservation Program (PCCP) Conditions related to impacts to aquatic 
resources, as determined by the Placer Conservation Authority (PCA) and the Community 
Development Resource Agency.  
 
With incorporation of Mitigation Measure 7-3(d), as well as all other applicable mitigation 
measures, the Draft EIR concluded the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on State or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. 
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LETTER 3: DEFEND GRANITE BAY 
 
Response to Comment 3-1 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 3-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decision-makers. Please see Master Response 3 – Octagon 
Building and Gravity Processing, Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant, and Master 
Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 3-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decision-makers. Please see Master Response 4 – Accessory 
Restaurant. 
 
Response to Comment 3-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decision-makers. Please see Master Response 4 – Accessory 
Restaurant and Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 3-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decision-makers. Please see Master Response 4 – Accessory 
Restaurant. 
 
Response to Comment 3-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decision-makers. Please see Master Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 3-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decision-makers. Please see Master Response 5 – ZTA. In 
addition, while the commenter notes that a ZTA would be required to increase the maximum 
number of attendees at one time at agricultural promotional events from 50 to 75, the comment 
is incorrect. The increase is allowable under the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, subject to 
County review and approval of a CUP. The list of entitlements for the proposed project includes 
a CUP. 
 
Response to Comment 3-8 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 3-9 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The commenter incorrectly states 
that a Variance is one of the requested entitlements for the Project.  A Variance is not being 
sought with this application.  Please also see Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant 
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regarding the accessory restaurant’s consistency with County regulations including the Winery 
and Farm Brewery Ordinance definition for an “accessory use – restaurant”.  
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LETTER 4: DEFEND GRANITE BAY 
 
Response to Comment 4-1 
In response to the comment, Draft EIR pages 21-9 and 21-12 describe Alternative 1 as the No 
Project Alternative and Alternative 2 as the Reduced Height Alternative. The commenter 
questions why the proposed ZTA is not needed for the 75-foot-tall agricultural structure for 
Alternatives 1 and 2. Under Alternative 1 the site would not be developed.  Alternative 2 described 
a 75-foot-tall agricultural structure to be used solely for the gravity filtration process to create the 
necessary 70 psi for wine to be filtered. The Alternative 2 description correctly states that a minor 
use permit would be required for the 75-foot-tall agricultural structure. Pursuant to Zoning 
Ordinance Section 17.54.020 (4)(b): Freestanding Structures, the agricultural structure described 
in Alternative 2 could be authorized with a Minor Use Permit and, therefore, the proposed ZTA 
would not be necessary. For additional information on height allowances see Master Response 
to Comment 3. 
 
Response to Comment 4-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter incorrectly states 
that the Department of Conservation has a cap on the square footage of the single-family dwelling 
allowed per the preserve contract for the owner/manager of the parcel(s) subject to the contract. 
Homesites are allowed on contracted land but are limited in purpose and number and must be 
related to the agricultural use of the land. Please see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act 
Contract.  
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LETTER 5: DEFEND GRANITE BAY 
 
Response to Comment 5-1 
The commenter refers to previous comments. Please see responses to comment letter 3. 
 
Regarding project objectives, please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 5-2 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment has been 
further discussed in the staff report and provided to decision-makers for their consideration. See 
Please also see Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant.  
 
Response to Comment 5-3 
The commenter seems to suggest that the proposed project will lead to other, similar requests by 
agricultural operators to extend the allowable hours of operation by obtaining a CUP. With regard 
to the proposed project, the applicant is requesting to operate the accessory restaurant before 
10AM during agricultural promotional events, which would be allowable subject to approval of the 
requested CUP (see 17.56.330(E)(3)). Any future development projects applying for an extension 
of allowable operating hours would do so independently of the proposed project, and would be 
subject to separate environmental review and discretionary approval. Approval of the requested 
extension of hours for this project would not commit the County towards any particular course of 
action regarding future, similar requests.  
 
The extent to which there may be additional future requests is speculative, and would require the 
County to engage in pure guesswork not only as to where and when such proposals may be 
made, but also as to details such as the desired days and hours of operation.  Any future actions 
on the part of the private property owners are too speculative to be considered in the Draft EIR 
with any sort of meaningful environmental review. Per Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
CEQA does not require evaluation of speculative impacts.  
 
The comment suggests that the FEIR should analyze the impact of increasing the number of 
attendees from 50 – 75 in all areas where wineries and breweries are allowed.  However, as 
discussed in Response to Comment 3-7, a ZTA is not required to increase the maximum number 
of attendees.  The increase is allowable under the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, subject 
to County review and approval of a CUP.  Other wineries requesting an increase in attendees 
would do so independently of the proposed project, and would be subject to separate 
environmental review and discretionary approval. 
 
Response to Comment 5-4 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the visual renderings appear biased toward the 
proposed octagon building and are misleading, but does not provide specific examples that justify 
the accusation and allow for a specific response. 
 
As discussed on page 4-15 of the Draft EIR, in October 2021, Placer County Planning Division 
staff, Raney Planning & Management (Raney) Vice President Nick Pappani, and 19six Architects 
staff conducted a site visit to determine key public viewpoints for analysis within the Draft EIR. 
19six Architects, under contract with Raney, prepared computer-generated simulations of the 
selected three viewpoints to aid in the visual character evaluation of the proposed project. The 
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simulations allow for analysis of potential visual impacts that could occur as a result of the 
proposed project components. As such, the simulations are adequate. 
 
Furthermore, the Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts associated with the proposed project 
related to substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of public views of the 
site and its surroundings under Impact 4-2, starting on page 4-16. As detailed therein, substantial 
degradation would occur to the public views from Callison Road/Main Entry and the commuter 
rail line, due primarily to the proposed octagon building, which would extend above the existing 
tree canopy on the hillside and silhouette against the sky. To reduce the severity level of the 
significant impact, the Draft EIR requires Mitigation Measure 4-2, which includes provisions to 
reduce the visual intrusion of the proposed octagon building through incorporation of landscaping 
meeting specified performance standards. However, as development of the octagon building 
would still substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site 
and its surroundings, the Draft EIR determines that the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Response to Comment 5-5 
There is no requirement under CEQA to limit alternatives to those that would be compliant with 
the jurisdiction’s plans and ordinances. Like a proposed project, alternatives can require 
discretionary approvals from lead agencies. CEQA establishes certain requirements for 
alternatives, such as the need to avoid or substantially lessen any of the proposed project’s 
environmental impacts, but consistency with adopted plans and ordinance is not among the 
specified requirements.  
 
In response to the second portion of the comment, the aesthetics analysis is not “removed” from 
the EIR. Chapter 4 of the EIR contains a full analysis of the proposed project’s potential aesthetic 
impacts. Regarding the ZTA’s effects throughout the entire County, the commenter is referred to 
Master Response 5 – ZTA. In short, the ZTA would not allow any by-right height increase for 
wineries. Any future projects applying for a height increase would do so independently of the 
proposed project, and would be subject to separate environmental review and discretionary 
approval including an analysis of the visual impacts with photo simulations. Approval of the 
requested CUP for height increase would not commit the County towards any particular course 
of action regarding future, similar requests.  
 
Response to Comment 5-6 
Please see Responses to Comments 5-3 and 5-5, and Master Response 5 – ZTA.  
 
Response to Comment 5-7 
Please see Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant regarding the accessory restaurant’s 
consistency with County regulations.  
 
Response to Comment 5-8 
Please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing. 
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LETTER 6: PLACER BUSINESS ALLIANCE 
 
Response to Comment 6-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and provided to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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LETTER 7: PLACER COUNTY VISITORS BUREAU 
 
Response to Comment 7-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and provided to the decision-makers for their consideration.
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LETTER 8: PRESERVE PENRYN 
 
Response to Comment 8-1 
While the County appreciates the commenter’s request for an extension of the Draft EIR public 
review period, the County complied with the legal requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 
15105(a) by affording a 45-day public comment period, and is under no legal obligation to extend 
said review period. A 45-day public review period on a Draft EIR is common practice amongst 
public agencies, and in this agency’s and its consultant’s experience, extending the Draft EIR 
comment period to a period longer than 45 days is fairly atypical and restricted to cases where 
unusual circumstances exist. The County does not consider the holidays as unusual 
circumstances.
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LETTER 9: MARSHA A. BURCH 
 
Response to Comment 9-1 
The comment serves as an introduction and an overview of the concerns expressed in the 
comment letter. Please refer to the below responses to specific comments.  
 
Response to Comment 9-2 
Please see Responses to Comments 9-36 through 9-40. Regarding the concern about project 
objectives, please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. While gravity flow processing 
is included in Project Objective #3, the 75-foot-tall restaurant structure is not in itself a project 
objective.  
 
It is important to understand that psi does not directly relate to physical environmental impacts 
upon the environment. It is a function of the project’s internal operations related to winemaking. 
Please also see Response to Comment 9-38. 
 
Response to Comment 9-3 
The Draft EIR clearly states on page 3-3 that the existing on-site vineyards are outside of the 
project site boundaries:  
 

The 17.96-acre project site is bisected by Antelope Canal and consists of agricultural-
related uses, including dirt roadways and graded surfaces, as well as oak woodland and 
grassland habitats. The dirt roadways provide access to recently planted wine grapes that 
are outside of the project boundaries, but located within the same 44.14-acre parcel area. 

 
With respect to Williamson Act contracts, please see Master Response 2.  
 
Response to Comment 9-4 
The commenter alleges that the Draft EIR fails as a disclosure document by stating the project 
will support local agriculture. The commenter appears to suggest that the project cannot be 
considered to support local agriculture because it will disrupt the rural community (e.g., grapes 
will be trucked in for processing, resulting in truck traffic). That the project will use both grapes 
grown from the applicant’s vineyards, as well as grapes grown elsewhere in California, is clearly 
stated in Project Objective #1 (see page 3-5 of the Project Description chapter). Truck traffic 
associated with hauling grapes to the proposed winery is also evaluated in Chapter 16, 
Transportation, of the Draft EIR (see Table 16-5). Additionally, that the project is intended to 
attract tourists is clearly stated in Project Objective #4 (see page 3-5 of the Project Description 
chapter). The potential environmental effects of said agri-tourism are evaluated throughout the 
technical chapters of the Draft EIR. Therefore, the Draft EIR does not fail as a disclosure 
document.  
 
With respect to Williamson Act contracts, please see Master Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 9-5 
Please see Responses to Comments 9-32 and 9-33. The ability to make the requisite CUP 
findings for the proposed project is a policy consideration within the purview of the Placer County 
decision-makers, and is outside the scope of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment 9-6 
Comment noted. While the County appreciates the commenter’s request for an extension of the 
Draft EIR public review period, the County complied with the legal requirements of CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15105(a), by affording a 45-day public comment period, and is under no legal 
obligation to extend said review period. A 45-day public review period on a Draft EIR is common 
practice amongst public agencies, and in this agency’s and its consultant’s experience, extending 
the Draft EIR comment period to a period longer than 45 days is fairly atypical and restricted to 
cases where unusual circumstances exist. The County does not consider the holidays as unusual 
circumstances.    
 
Regarding the ZTA portion of the comment (i.e., County-wide amendment to the Winery and Farm 
Brewery Ordinance), please see Master Response 5 – ZTA.  
 
Response to Comment 9-7 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives.  
 
Response to Comment 9-8 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives and Response to Comment 9-2. 
 
Response to Comment 9-9 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. It is noted that the commenter incorrectly 
states that CEQA mandates “…that the Draft EIR consider feasible alternatives that would 
substantially lessen the Project’s multiple significant impacts.” Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15126.6(a) and (b), alternatives must be capable of “…avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the project…” (emphasis added). Therefore, an alternative is 
not required to substantially lessen multiple significant impacts, but rather any significant impacts. 
As demonstrated in Chapter 21, Alternatives Analysis, of the Draft EIR and Master Response 1 – 
Project Alternatives, both the Reduced Height Alternative and Reduced Operations Alternative 
would substantially lessen at least one significant project impact; thus, meeting CEQA’s 
requirement for alternatives.  
 
Response to Comment 9-10 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives and Response to Comment 9-9.  
 
Response to Comment 9-11 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives and Response to Comment 9-9. 
 
Response to Comment 9-12 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives and Master Response 3 – Octagon Building 
and Gravity Processing, as well as Response to Comment 9-9. 
 
Response to Comment 9-13 
The comment alleges that the Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze direct and indirect impacts to 
the environment and many conclusions in the Draft EIR are not supported by substantial 
evidence. The commenter further claims that the County failed to look at reasonable mitigation 
measures to avoid impacts. In the current comment, the commenter does not provide evidence 
to substantiate their claims that would allow a more specific response. Please refer to the 
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commenter’s more specific comments and the County’s responses in Responses to Comments 
9-14 through 9-25.  
 
Response to Comment 9-14 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives.  
 
Response to Comment 9-15 
Based on an October 2021 site visit conducted by the County, its environmental consultant for 
the proposed project, Raney Planning and Management, Inc. (Raney), and Raney’s photo-
simulation consultant, the Draft EIR (pg. 4-4) states that “Views of the site from Taylor Road are 
nearly entirely obscured by existing intervening topography and vegetation.” The combination of 
upward sloping topography and mature vegetation along the north/northwest side of Taylor Road 
obstructs all views of the project site from Taylor Road, with very little exception. Brief glances of 
very limited portions of the site may occasionally be afforded to drivers through gaps in vegetation 
and/or topography. This would require a driver to turn their head rather sharply to one side, which 
would be relatively unsafe given the direction of travel. Even if brief glimpses of the octagon 
structure were available, this would not be considered a substantial degradation of the visual 
character of quality of the site and its surroundings for the reasons set forth above. The County 
and its consultants believe that this combination of factors constitute substantial evidence that the 
proposed project would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of public views 
from Taylor Road, and the commenter has not provided any substantial evidence demonstrating 
otherwise.  
 
Response to Comment 9-16 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives, and Master Response 5 – ZTA.  
 
Response to Comment 9-17 
Please see Master Response 5 – ZTA.  
 
Response to Comment 9-18 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response to Comment 9-19 
The commenter refers to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4-2, which, generally, requires 
implementation of a Final Landscape Plan, with specified objectives, including but not limited to 
the following:  
 

• Additional plantings along the project’s Callison Road frontage, while maintaining sight 
distance requirements at the project driveways. The plantings shall include a mix of 
trees and shrubs, the species and size of which shall be determined by the Placer 
County Community Development Resource Agency; 

• A living façade on floors 2-4 of the octagon building that includes plants that are native, 
or native-appearing and drought-tolerant; 

• Structural materials and colors on the upper portion of the octagon building shall be 
representative of the surrounding oak woodland vegetation; and  

• Retention of existing oak woodlands on the slope in front of the octagon building for 
screening purposes. If any of this screening vegetation is damaged during 
construction, replacement landscaping including native, or native-appearing and 
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drought-tolerant vegetation; shall be planted to the satisfaction of the Placer County 
Community Development Resource Agency.  

 
As stated in Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act:1  
 

An agency is not precluded from adopting a mitigation measure that might not be effective 
in minimizing a significant effect as long as it acknowledges and explains the uncertainty 
and adopts a statement of overriding considerations that recognizes the mitigation 
measure might not substantially lessen or avoid the significant impact. 

 
Here, the Draft EIR (pg. 4-25) acknowledges the uncertain effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 4-
2, while explaining that its implementation will nevertheless reduce the impact through requiring 
additional vegetation plantings along the project’s Callison Road frontage for screening purposes, 
and ensuring that the upper floors of the octagon structure are softened in appearance through 
incorporation of a living façade and materials/colors that are representative of surrounding oak 
woodland vegetation. Due to the project’s significant and unavoidable aesthetic impact, a 
statement of overriding considerations has been prepared separately by the County and will need 
to be adopted by the Board of Supervisors should they vote to approve the project.  
 
Response to Comment 9-20 
Please see Response to Comment 9-19.  
 
Response to Comment 9-21 
The project description states that outdoor amplified music will occasionally occur to create 
ambiance. Proposed amplified music would include, but not be limited to, live, light music such 
as a string quartet, chamber group or pianist played through a single amplifier, and that all 
outdoor music would comply with Placer County Code Article 9.36 (as required by the Winery 
Ordinance – 17.56.330(E)(4)). Any amplified music exceeding a volume commensurate with 
creating ambiance will be restricted to indoor locations only. Neither indoor nor outdoor concerts 
are proposed by the project. Amplified music is proposed to occur only during the hours of 10:00 
AM to 5:00 PM during events and tasting room hours, and from 5:00 PM to 8:00 PM during 
events only. 
 
The on-site outdoor amplified music simulation conducted by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, 
Inc. (presented in the Noise Chapter of the Draft EIR) used reference sound levels of 70 dB Leq 
(average) and 75 dB Lmax (maximum) at 50 feet from the sound system speakers. Similar 
reference sound level exposure is commonly associated with events such as wedding receptions 
– which are typically much louder than the types of amplified music proposed by the project. 
Thus, the results from the amplified music simulation presented in the Noise Chapter of the Draft 
EIR are believed to be conservative relative to the types of amplified music/speech that is 
proposed on-site. As indicated in the Noise Chapter of the Draft EIR, project outdoor amplified 
music is predicted to be well below the applicable County noise level criteria at the nearest 
residential receivers, which includes consideration of the measured ambient noise level 
environments at those locations.  
 

 
1 Stephen L. Kostka and Michael H. Zischke. Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (Volume 1), 
March 2022, Section 14.9, page 14-13.  
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If the project is approved, it would be subject to the County Noise Ordinance requirements. The 
analysis prepared for the Draft EIR, which is based on the proposed use of amplified music at 
the site, indicates that the project would be fully compliant with the County Noise Ordinance. 
 
Response to Comment 9-22 
The commenter is incorrect that ambient surveys result in an incorrect assessment of baseline 
conditions. As indicated in the Noise Chapter of the Draft EIR, Placer County’s noise standards 
are based on hourly averages (Leq) and single-event maximums (Lmax). Industry standard 
practice is to monitor multiple hours, using the top of each hour for the beginning of each interval 
to avoid having portions of some hourly intervals in both daytime and nighttime periods. In 
addition, industry standard practices do not use only the quietest portion of an hour, or 
manipulation of the ambient start time to avoid louder parts of an hour. Rather, standard 
practices require sufficient ambient noise monitoring locations and durations to reliably quantify 
ambient conditions within a project vicinity. As indicated in Table 14-1 of the Draft EIR (Long-
Term Ambient Noise Survey Results), the ambient noise surveys encompassed 96 consecutive 
hours at each of the four representative monitoring sites. Thus, the assessment of ambient 
conditions was based on hundreds of hours of noise monitoring, not the results from a portion 
of a single hour, or a shifted start time of a single hour.  
 
Response to Comment 9-23 
Please see Responses to Comments 9-21 and 9-22.  
 
Response to Comment 9-24 
The commenter alleges that after concluding the project’s VMT impact will be significant and 
unavoidable, the County “goes on to ‘throw up its hands’ as it did with aesthetic impacts.” 
Regarding aesthetic impacts, please see Response to Comment 9-19. Contrary to the comment, 
the County does not “throw up its hands” regarding the project’s significant VMT impact; rather, 
the County does two meaningful things: 1) includes as mitigation (see Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measures 16-5(a) through (d)) feasible measures from Table 4 of the Placer County 
Transportation Study Guidelines, while recognizing their uncertain effectiveness (see Response 
to Comment 9-19), and 2) includes a project alternative specifically aimed at substantially 
lessening VMT. Specifically, as discussed in Chapter 21 of the Draft EIR, the Reduced Operations 
Alternative would reduce the proposed project’s average daily VMT by 43 percent but still result 
in an overall net increase in total regional VMT. 
 
Response to Comment 9-25 
As stated in Response to Comment 9-19,  
 

An agency is not precluded from adopting a mitigation measure that might not be effective 
in minimizing a significant effect as long as it acknowledges and explains the uncertainty 
and adopts a statement of overriding considerations that recognizes the mitigation 
measure might not substantially lessen or avoid the significant impact. 

 
Here, the Draft EIR (pp. 16-37 and -38) acknowledges the uncertain effectiveness of Mitigation 
Measure 16-5, while explaining that its implementation will nevertheless reduce the impact 
through requiring an employee carpool matching service, dedicating on-site bus parking, and 
encouraging guest carpooling. For each measure, the applicant is required to submit proof to 
Placer County demonstrating compliance with the measure.  Thus, the measures are enforceable. 
However, their overall effectiveness is unknown. Due to the project’s significant and unavoidable 
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VMT impact, a statement of overriding considerations has been prepared separately by the 
County and will need to be adopted by the Board of Supervisors should they vote to approve the 
project.  
 
Response to Comment 9-26  
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment has been 
further discussed in the staff report and has been provided to decision-makers for their 
consideration. The commenter incorrectly cites Government Code Section 51250 (b) asserting 
that approval of a single family residence constitutes material breaches of Agricultural Contract 
PLN22-00200. As discussed in Master Response 2 – Williamson Act, given that the residential 
unit would be related and in support of the winery production and operations, the residential use 
is consistent with the Williamson Act contract. 
 
Response to Comment 9-27 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment has been 
further discussed in the staff report and provided to decision-makers for their consideration. 
Please also see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act.  
 
Response to Comment 9-28 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment has been 
further discussed in the staff report and provided to decision-makers for their consideration. 
Please also see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act.  
 
Response to Comment 9-29 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment will be 
further discussed in the staff report and provided to decision-makers for their consideration. 
Please also see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act.  
 
Response to Comment 9-30 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment has been 
further discussed in the staff report and provided to decision-makers for their consideration. The 
ZTA proposes changes to a countywide ordinance that includes regulatory standards for wineries. 
Adopting the ZTA does not commit the County to a particular course of action. Any future actions 
would be part of a project specific analysis completed with the discretionary entitlement process 
for that proposed project.  Please also see Master Response 3. In addition, Section 17.56.330 
(4)(a) of the ordinance states, agricultural promotional events are not limited in number. For large 
wineries located on forty (40) acres or greater, additional attendees may be permitted subject to 
a CUP.  
 
Response to Comment 9-31 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment has been 
further discussed in the staff report and provided to decision-makers for their consideration. 
Please also see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act.  
 
Response to Comment 9-32 
The determination that the project is consistent or inconsistent with the Placer County General 
Plan policies or other County plans and policies is ultimately the decision of the Planning 
Commission and the Placer County Board of Supervisors. Furthermore, although CEQA analysis 
may identify some areas of general consistency with County policies, the County has the ability 
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to impose additional requirements or conditions of approval on a project, at the time of its 
approval, to bring a project into more complete conformance with existing policies. 

The draft EIR Chapter 13 includes Impact 13-2 which analyzes the impacts of the project and any 
potential conflicts with general plans and community plans.  The DEIR also includes Table 13-1 
that provides specific policies and explains how each is consistent. Specifically, Impact 13-2 
analyzes the impacts of the project due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The General Plan 
Guidelines published by the State Office of Planning and Research define consistency as follows, 
“An action, program, or project is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it 
will further the objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct their attainment.” 
Therefore, the standard for analysis used in the Draft EIR is in general agreement with the policy 
language and furtherance of the policy intent (as determined by a review of the policy context).  

Please also see Response to Comment 9-33 below.  
 
Response to Comment 9-33 
The courts have repeatedly addressed the question of project’s consistency with a jurisdiction’s 
General Plan. In Spring Valley Lake Assn. v. City of Victorville (2016) 248 Cal.App 4th 91, the 
court stated:  
 

We agree a project does not need to conform perfectly to every general plan policy to be 
consistent with the general plan. (Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural etc. County v. Board 
of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1341 [74 Cal. Rptr. 2d 1] (FUTURE).) Rather, 
in determining whether a project conflicts with a general plan, “the nature of the policy and 
the nature of the inconsistency are critical factors to consider.” (Ibid.) A project is 
inconsistent with a general plan “if it conflicts with a general plan policy that is fundamental, 
mandatory, and clear.” (Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of Orange (2005) 131 
Cal.App.4th 777, 782 [32 Cal. Rptr. 3d 177], [*101] citing FUTURE, supra, at pp. 1341–
1342.) In other words, a project’s consistency [***14] with a general plan’s broader policies 
cannot overcome a project’s inconsistency with a general plan’s more specific, mandatory 
and fundamental policies. (Clover Valley Foundation v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 
Cal.App.4th 200, 239 [128 Cal. Rptr. 3d 733]; FUTURE, at p. 1342.) 

 
Thus, an inconsistency with a general plan policy can be considered acceptable if the policy is 
not fundamental and mandatory. The Draft EIR notes (pg. 4-22) that the proposed project is 
inconsistent with General Plan Policy 1.0.3(a), which reads as follows:  
 

Policy 1.O.3 The County shall require that all new development be designed to be 
compatible with the scale and character of the area. Structures, especially 
those outside of village, urban, and commercial centers, should be 
designed and located so that: 

 
a. They do not silhouette against the sky above ridgelines or hilltops; 
b. Rooflines and vertical architectural features blend with and do not 

detract from the natural background or ridge outline; 
c. They fit the natural terrain; and 
d. They utilize building materials, colors, and textures that blend with 

the natural landscape (e.g., avoid high contrasts). 
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Mandatory language in this policy occurs in the first sentence, whereby the County “shall” require 
that all new development be designed to be compatible with the scale and character of the area. 
The second sentence uses non-mandatory language when it states structures “should” be 
designed and located in accordance with subsections (a) through (d). The non-mandatory 
language precedes the design recommendation that structures not silhouette against the sky 
above ridgelines or hilltops. Thus, the mandatory language of Policy 1.0.3 pertains to a project’s 
compatibility with the scale and character of the area, but not the portion of the policy language 
discouraging silhouetting against the sky above hilltops. Therefore, while the proposed octagon 
structure would conflict with item (a) of Policy 1.0.3, this section of the policy is non-mandatory. 
In addition, the project is consistent with the general plan’s broader policies, including but not 
limited to policies for use and promotion of agricultural land and economic development related 
to agriculture (Goals 1.H, 1.N, 7.A and 7.C, Policies 1.H.5, 1.N.1, 1.N.3 through 1.N.5, 1.N.12, 
1.N.13, 7.A.3., 7.A.7., 7.A.10, 7.A.12, 7.A.13, 7.C.1 through 7.C.4, 7.C.6).   
 
In terms of the project’s consistency with General Plan policies related to a project’s compatibility 
with the scale and character of the area (Policy 1.O.3), this is ultimately a determination of the 
Board of Supervisors. Even if the Board of Supervisors were to find that the proposed project is 
not compatible with the scale and character of the area, this would not preclude approval of the 
project on the basis of General Plan inconsistency, unless the Board considers Policy 1.0.3 to be 
a fundamental General Plan policy.  
 
It is noted that Impact 13-3 on pages 13-10 through 13-12 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion 
of the project’s compatibility with the surrounding area from a noise, light and glare, and traffic 
safety perspective, and finds the project to be compatible in these aspects. 
 
The commenter also claims that the proposed project conflicts with Policies C, T, Y, 13, and 15 
of the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan (HBPCP). These policies are addressed in Table 
13-1 of Chapter 13, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR found that the 
proposed project would be consistent with these HBPCP policies, with the possible exception of 
Policies T and 15. Notwithstanding, the project is consistent with the HBPCP’s broader policies, 
including but not limited to policies for use and minimization of environmental impacts (Land Use 
Policies C, Y; Public Facilities and Service Systems Policies 2, 5, 7; Fire Protection Policy 7; 
Community Noise Policies a-e; Community Design Element Policies 2 and 13; Natural Resources 
Policy 3; Hydrology and Water Quality Policies 4, 9, 12; Vegetation Policies 2, 3, 7; Fish and 
Wildlife Policy 9; Air Quality Policy 2; Cultural and Paleontological Resources Policy C).   
 
Similar to above, whether the project is of a size and scale conducive to maintaining the rural 
atmosphere of the Plan area is ultimately a determination of the Planning Commission and the 
Board of Supervisors.  
  
Response to Comment 9-34 
The ability to make the requisite CUP findings for the proposed project is a policy consideration 
within the purview of the Placer County decision-makers and is outside the scope of the Draft 
EIR. Staff’s analysis of the CUP findings has been provided in the staff report to the 
decisionmakers.  
 
Response to Comment 9-35 
The commenter summarizes their opinion that the Draft EIR fails to meet the requirements of 
CEQA. The foregoing responses demonstrate that the commenter has not provided substantial 
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evidence showing that the Draft EIR fails to meet the requirements of CEQA. The commenter’s 
recommendation that the proposal should be denied has been forwarded to the decisionmakers 
for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 9-36 
The comment is introductory and identifies alleged flaws with the Draft EIR, which are addressed 
in the following responses to comments. It is noted, however, that the alleged flaws do not pertain 
to the environmental analysis, but rather project-related aspects, such as project objectives and 
gravity filtration. 
 
Response to Comment 9-37 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, please see 
Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing.  
 
Response to Comment 9-38 
Psi does not directly relate to physical environmental impacts upon the environment. It is a 
function of the project’s internal operations related to winemaking. Nevertheless, the following 
response is offered. The winemaking industry in the United States is governed by The Alcohol 
and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau (TTB), a division of the United States (U.S.) Department of 
the Treasury. The associated regulations are published in Title 27 (Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms) of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). Chapter I, Subchapter A, Part 24, 
Subpart L, Section 248 [27 C.F.R. § 24.248 (2023)], titled Processes authorized for the treatment 
of wine, juice, and distilling material, contains a list of those approved processes for use by 
winemakers in wine production, including wine filtration processes.  Among the available filtration 
processes are the following three (see Appendix 2 to this Final EIR): 
 

- Nanofiltration: ≥ 200psi 
- Reverse Osmosis: ≤ 250psi 
- Ultrafiltration: < 200psi 

 
These three approved filtration processes above are, therefore, examples of filtration types that 
operate at pressures well in excess of the 45psi asserted by the commenter to be the maximum 
pressure used in winemaking filtration. 
 
Response to Comment 9-39 
The existing and future vineyard acreage adjacent to Project 8 is an allowed use by right and is 
not required to be analyzed by the EIR. The total acreage of vineyard is therefore not relevant to 
the analysis in the EIR and, thusly, has not been included in its discussion or in the Project 
Description beyond confirmation that the minimum acreage requirement per the Winery and Farm 
Brewery ordinance has been met.  
 
That said, the acreage of adjacent vineyards owned by the project applicant is well in excess of 
the 16.5 acres estimated by the author of the subject comment. The total acreage will also 
continue to increase as additional areas are made ready for planting in the coming seasons.  
 
It is also noted there are additional existing vineyards within Placer County affiliated (through 
ownership and management agreements) with the project winery. Grapes from these existing 
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vineyards will be an important contribution to the supply of grapes necessary to achieve the 
50,000+ case production target.  
 
The balance of grape supply will be obtained and imported from other areas both within and 
beyond Placer County. This is, in fact, an important aspect of the business model, as stated in 
the Project Objectives on page 3-5 of the EIR. While many varietals of wine grapes prosper in 
Placer County growing conditions, that is not the case for all types universally. By seeking high 
quality grapes from areas where growing conditions are most favorable for their particular varietal, 
the winery will be able to cultivate a selection of wines that can appeal to a larger audience helping 
to ensure its success.  
 
Please also see Response to Comment 9-4.  
 
Response to Comment 9-40 
The comment is a summary comment. Please see Responses to Comments 9-37 through 9-39. 
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LETTER 10: PUBLIC INTEREST COALITION 
 
Response to Comment 10-1 
With respect to comments that do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR but instead express 
views and recommendations regarding the merits of the project, such opinions have been 
considered by Placer County staff in developing the staff recommendation, and by the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations and decision-making regarding 
certification of the EIR and potential approval of the proposed project. 
 
Please see Master Response 5 – ZTA regarding the concerns related to the ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 10-2 
The commenter’s opinion that the proposed project could be sold and that new owners could 
operate the site as a “beer bar” is speculative, and thus, not required to be analyzed under CEQA. 
Furthermore, the commenter’s reference to a “beer bar” is unclear as to what is being suggested. 
The Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance allows accessory restaurants to serve wine and/or beer 
produced by other wineries and/or farm breweries located in Placer County subject to compliance 
with state law [17.56.330(D)(3)(a)].  
 
Response to Comment 10-3 
Please see Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant.  
 
Response to Comment 10-4 
Comment noted. While the County appreciates the commenter’s request for an extension of the 
Draft EIR public review period, the County complied with the legal requirements of CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15105(a), by affording a 45-day public comment period, and is under no legal 
obligation to extend said review period. A 45-day public review period on a Draft EIR is common 
practice amongst public agencies, and in this agency’s and its consultant’s experience, extending 
the Draft EIR comment period to a period longer than 45 days is fairly atypical and restricted to 
cases where unusual circumstances exist. The County does not consider the holidays as unusual 
circumstances.    
 
Response to Comment 10-5 
The Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts associated with the proposed project related to 
substantial degradation of the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and 
its surroundings under Impact 4-2, starting on page 4-16. As detailed therein, substantial 
degradation would occur to the public views from Callison Road/Main Entry and the commuter 
rail line, due primarily to the proposed octagon building, which would extend above the existing 
tree canopy on the hillside and silhouette against the sky. To reduce the severity level of the 
significant impact, the Draft EIR requires Mitigation Measure 4-2, which includes provisions to 
reduce the visual intrusion of the proposed octagon building through incorporation of landscaping 
and colors and materials on the octagon building that are representative of surrounding oak 
woodland vegetation. However, as development of the octagon building would still substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings, 
the Draft EIR determines that the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
The comment’s suggestion that the Draft EIR evaluate more public views in which the proposed 
octagon building could potentially be seen is noted for the record. However, such an analysis 
would not change the conclusion determined in the Draft EIR under Impact 4-2, that even with 
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mitigation incorporated, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. Furthermore, as 
stated on page 4-4 of the Draft EIR:  
 

CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) case law has established that only 
public views, not private views, are protected under CEQA. For example, in Association for 
Protection etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 720 [3 Cal. Rptr.2d 488] the 
court determined that “we must differentiate between adverse impacts upon particular 
persons and adverse impacts upon the environment of persons in general. As recognized 
by the court in Topanga Beach Renters Assn. v. Department of General Services (1976) 
58 Cal.App.3d 188 [129 Cal.Rptr. 739]: ‘[A]ll government activity has some direct or indirect 
adverse effect on some persons. The issue is not whether [the project] will adversely affect 
particular persons but whether [the project] will adversely affect the environment of persons 
in general.’” Such a conclusion is consistent with the thresholds of significance established 
in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 
Based on the above, the commenter’s assertion that “A neighbor or private citizen’s driving on 
any public road where the tower can be seen, constitutes a significant negative impact as a “public 
view”…” is not consistent with the courts’ rulings regarding this issue. Adverse effects on particular 
persons is not the issue. In addition, the commenter does not provide any specific locations where 
views would be adversely impacted. Nevertheless, the County recognizes that neighbors’ 
concerns are important and should be considered by the decision-makers during their 
deliberations on the proposed project. As a result, the comment has been forwarded to the 
decision-makers.  
 
It is also important to consider that while the octagon building may afford visitors certain views of 
the Sacramento Valley and the Sierra Nevada foothills, it is unrealistic to think that a member of 
the public driving in the Sacramento Valley or Sierra Nevada foothills would consider the octagon 
building as a “totally out of place monstrosity” given the breadth of the surrounding view from such 
a distant location and intervening topography. The commenter has not provided any substantial 
evidence that distant views of the octagon building would substantially degrade the visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings. Per the thresholds of significance in the Draft 
EIR, drawn from Section I(c) of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the question is not whether 
the public can see the octagon building, but whether the octagon would substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings from public viewpoints. 
 
Response to Comment 10-6 
It is not disingenuous for the Draft EIR to state that the octagon building would be partially 
screened from view by existing oak woodlands (Draft EIR, pg. 4-18). This is a true statement; the 
oak woodlands on the hillside, atop which the octagon would be located, retain their leaves 
throughout a substantial portion of the year. In addition, a small band of interior live oak woodland 
occurs along the project’s Callison Road frontage (DEIR, Figure 7-5). Interior live oaks are 
considered evergreen trees, meaning they retain their leaves year-round. The on-site interior live 
oak woodland would be retained as part of the project. Nevertheless, it is true that the octagon 
building would be more visible during fall and winter months of the year, during which deciduous 
trees drop their leaves. However, the significance determination in the Draft EIR does not rely on 
vegetation screening when reaching its conclusion. Even when the trees within the oak woodlands 
have their leaves, the Draft EIR concludes that the project’s aesthetic impact would be significant 
and unavoidable, with mitigation incorporated.  
 
  



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-87 

Response to Comment 10-7 
The Draft EIR does not dismiss the potential impact of the proposed project to day or nighttime 
views in the project area. To the contrary, the Draft EIR includes evaluation of such potential 
impacts under Impact 4-3, which starts on page 4-26. As detailed therein, the octagon building 
would not be lit from outside. Rather, small openings in the facade would allow some light to 
escape, but would not substantially illuminate the landscape. Such lighting would be strategically 
located to define the building at night and foliage growing on the building would stand in contrast 
in front of window openings. Exterior lighting of the octagon building would be low output to avoid 
any impact beyond the area that needs to be lit and would minimize blue light emissions per 
International Dark-Sky Association (IDA) requirements. This exterior lighting would comply with 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, IDA regulations, and Rural Design Guidelines for 
Placer County while meeting National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 101 Life and Safety 
minimum egress illumination levels. Exterior lighting would be limited to occupied building hours 
when daylight is not sufficient to light the area and lights would be turned off after hours in 
compliance with Title 24 and the IDA requirements. 
 
In addition, the window shutters at the tasting room level are designed to articulate between open 
and closed positions. Each shutter panel would be able to operate independent of its neighboring 
shutter. Collectively, they would be programmed to transition from the open position, to the closed 
position, and back to the open position throughout day, following the path of the sun. The design 
intent is to minimize exposure of the glazing to direct sunlight and, thus, to mitigate glare and 
conserve energy by reducing load on the building conditioning systems. 
  
The shutters can also be closed during evening operations to further reduce the amount of interior 
light visible from exterior view.  
 
Nevertheless, because the types of lighting and the specific locations have not yet been 
determined, the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project could increase the amount of light 
and glare generated on-site, which could be visible from the surrounding residential development 
and roadways in the project vicinity, including contributions to nighttime sky glow that deteriorate 
the “dark sky” setting of the project site and surrounding environs. Therefore, the Draft EIR 
requires Mitigation Measure 4-3 to ensure compliance with applicable regulations. Thus, the 
discussions and analyses within the Draft EIR are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 10-8 
The County disagrees that, whether or not the project is located in a designated scenic area, is 
irrelevant when determining consistency with General Plan Policy 1.K.1, cited by the commenter. 
Policy 1.K.1. notes that new development on ridgelines should be planned and designed in a 
manner which employs design, construction, and maintenance techniques that avoids locating 
structures along ridgelines and steep slopes. This policy achieves the greater Goal 1.K. which 
has the focus of protecting “…the visual and scenic resources of Placer County as important 
quality of life amenities for County residents and a principal asset in the promotion of recreation 
and tourism.”   Thus, the intent of the policy is to avoid locating structures along ridgelines and 
steep slopes for purposes of protecting visual resources. The example cited in the policy includes 
river canyons, lake watersheds, scenic highway corridors, ridges, and steep slopes, none of which 
occur in the project site. A simple definition of a ridge is that of a long, narrow, elevated 
geomorphologic landform, structural feature, or combination of both separated from the 
surrounding terrain by steep sides. The sides of a ridge slope away from a narrow top, the crest 
or ridgecrest, with the terrain dropping down on either side. In addition, as a general policy the 
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County considers slopes greater than 30 percent or 17 degrees as steep and the knoll where the 
octagon building would be located does have some steep areas, but the building is not located in 
these areas (see Figure 1).  
 
Page 4-18 of the Draft EIR explains that other nearby higher elevation areas constitute the 
ridgeline: 
 

The existing background would be significantly altered, primarily through construction of 
the octagon building on the hilltop; however, the view of the existing forested ridgeline 
west of the project site would remain intact. 

 
The commenter’s concern about how the project impacts the character and visual quality of the 
area is the subject of other policies in the General Plan, which are appropriately evaluated in the 
Draft EIR (e.g., see page 4-21 and discussion of Policy 1.O.3(d); see also HBPCP Policy 1 and 
Policy 3 discussion on page 4-21). Please also see Response to Comment 9-33. 
 
Response to Comment 10-9 
Please see Responses to Comments 10-5 and 10-8. 
 
Response to Comment 10-10 
As stated in Response to Comment 10-6, the significance determination in the Draft EIR does not 
rely on vegetation screening when reaching its conclusion. Even when the trees within the oak 
woodlands have their leaves, the Draft EIR concludes that the project’s aesthetic impact would 
be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation incorporated. In addition, Mitigation Measure 4-2, 
which starts on page 4-25 of the Draft EIR, requires the applicant to submit a Final Landscape 
Plan in conjunction with submittal of improvement plans or a building permit plan. Pursuant to the 
requirements set forth by Mitigation Measure 4-2, the Final Landscape Plan must include retention 
of the existing oak woodlands on the slope in front of the octagon building for screening purposes. 
It is important to note that in the event any existing oak woodlands to be used for screening 
purposes are damaged during project construction, the replacement oak woodlands must be 
planted to the satisfaction of the Placer County Community Development Resource Agency.  
 
Response to Comment 10-11 
Please see Response to Comment 10-10. The Draft EIR does not state that any existing or 
proposed trees will reach a height of 75 feet. The Draft EIR accurately states that the existing and 
proposed vegetation will partially screen the octagon building. Again, the significance 
determination in the Draft EIR does not rely on vegetation screening when reaching its conclusion. 
Even when the trees within the oak woodlands have their leaves, the Draft EIR concludes that 
the project’s aesthetic impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation incorporated. 
 
Response to Comment 10-12 
The commenter’s opinion that the octagon should be reduced in height or denied is noted for the 
record and has been provided to the decision-makers. It is important to note that the Draft EIR 
evaluates a Reduced Height Alternative, the intent of which is to substantially lessen the project’s 
significant and unavoidable aesthetic impact. Please see Master Response 1 – Project 
Alternatives for further discussion. 
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Figure 1 
Degree of Slopes in the Project Vicinity  

 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-90 

Response to Comment 10-13 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the Draft EIR’s “trip generation statistics may have 
understated impacts,” but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed 
response. Please also see Response to Comment 10-15.  
 
Response to Comment 10-14 
Please note, the accessory restaurant, as proposed, would not offer made-to-order dining service 
to customers from 10AM to 10PM as stated in the subject comment. Made-to-order dining service 
would only be available to patrons (on a reservation basis) from the hours of 11AM-2:30PM for 
lunch service and from 5:30PM-10PM for dinner service. This represents a combined total of 8 
hours of service. The commercial kitchen would remain open throughout daily hours of operation 
(on an as needed basis) to support the tasting room (serving pre-made foods such as cheese and 
charcuterie plates) and event hosting operations. It is also important to note that the restaurant 
counter, from which pre-made food would be ordered in the tasting room, must remain open 
throughout tasting hours in order to serve Placer made beer, cider, etc. (as allowed by the Placer 
County Winery and Farm Brewery ordinance) per the California Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control (ABC) requirements.  
 
Regarding customer capacity of the accessory restaurant, this would be limited by the physical 
configuration of the dedicated dining area which occupies a portion of the tasting room floor level. 
This dedicated dining area is the only location proposed for made-to-order dining service. It has 
been specifically designed to accommodate a maximum of 32 seated guests and incorporates 
physical separation between itself and the rest of the tasting room floor.  
 
It should also be noted, the restaurant dining services offered would be experiential by design. A 
typical experience would consist of multiple small plate courses, each paired with a different wine, 
meant to be enjoyed at a relaxed pace. This results in a typical length of stay considerably longer 
than average service which further limits the number of guests that can be hosted during a typical 
meal service.  
 
Lastly, the methodology used in the traffic impact analysis prepared for the Project 8 Draft EIR 
took a conservative “worst case” approach by using standard ITE trip generation rates for a “free 
standing” restaurant which exceed the applicant’s anticipated trip generation.  
 
Response to Comment 10-15 
As noted in the Draft EIR, the trip generation forecasts made for the accessory restaurant 
contained in the Draft EIR Transportation Impact analysis are based on trip generation rates 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) based on data compiled from 
observation of restaurants nationwide. Use of ITE trip generation rates is the standard practice 
for estimating the trip generation for development proposals, and ITE rates are regularly accepted 
for this purpose by the State of California Department of Transportation and responsible agencies 
such as Placer County and the cities of Auburn, Rocklin, Roseville, Loomis and Lincoln.  These 
estimates are not derived from proponent expectations for restaurant operation.    
 
The estimate based on ITE rates is indicative of travel by restaurant patrons who are not already 
visiting the site for events or for wine tasting, as separate forecasts have been made by the trip 
generation for events and regular visitation (wine tasting).  Food service to support wine tasting 
and events would not generate additional trips beyond those already forecast for persons 
participating in those activities.    



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-91 

      
The commenter offers an alternative “worst case” daily trip estimate assuming that the restaurant 
is fully occupied for each of the twelve hours from 10:00 AM to 10:00 PM and that each customer 
spends 60 minutes at the restaurant.  This forecast is speculative and does not reflect the typical 
dining patterns at restaurants focused around average meal times.  
 
The commenter questions the language of the Draft EIR text and suggests that the use of the 
verb “could” in this sentence implies speculation.  No speculation is implied by the use of ITE 
rates, and the following minor clarification is hereby made to page 16-17 of the Draft EIR:  
 

A freestanding “fine dining” restaurant with 32 seats could is expected to generate 
84 weekday and 82 Saturday trips based on ITE rates.   

 
This minor clarification does not affect the analysis in the Draft EIR which remains adequate.  
 
Response to Comment 10-16 
Please see Response to Comment 10-15.  
 
Response to Comment 10-17 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. The commenter’s recommendation for 
project denial and conditions of approval is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the 
decision-makers. 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-92 

 

11-1 

Letter 11 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-93 

LETTER 11: KERI ASKEW BAILEY 
 
Response to Comment 11-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.  
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LETTER 12: PATRICIA AVALOS 
 
Response to Comment 12-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.  
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LETTER 13: ARIETTA BALESTRERI 
 
Response to Comment 13-1 
The comment lists the Areas of Known Controversy identified in the NOP comment letters and 
provided on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR, but does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 13-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Rather, the comment expresses 
a general opinion that the proposed project would constitute an invasion of privacy to nearby 
residents, which is not an environmental issue area protected under CEQA. For instance, as 
stated on page 4-4 of the Draft EIR:  
 

CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) case law has established that only 
public views, not private views, are protected under CEQA. For example, in Association for 
Protection etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 720 [3 Cal. Rptr.2d 488] the 
court determined that “we must differentiate between adverse impacts upon particular 
persons and adverse impacts upon the environment of persons in general. As recognized 
by the court in Topanga Beach Renters Assn. v. Department of General Services (1976) 
58 Cal.App.3d 188 [129 Cal.Rptr. 739]: ‘[A]ll government activity has some direct or indirect 
adverse effect on some persons. The issue is not whether [the project] will adversely affect 
particular persons but whether [the project] will adversely affect the environment of persons 
in general.’” Such a conclusion is consistent with the thresholds of significance established 
in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 
Potential impacts associated with the proposed project related to groundwater quality are 
evaluated in Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. Potential impacts related 
to water supply are assessed in Chapter 15, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 13-3 
The comment expresses the general opinion that “there is not even an equipped firehouse,” but 
does not specify if the concern pertains to an on-site or off-site fire station. Potential impacts 
associated with the proposed project related to the provision of fire protection services are 
evaluated in Chapter 15, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 15-
1 of the Draft EIR, the project site would be provided fire protection services by the Penryn Fire 
Protection District (PFPD), as well as the Newcastle Fire Protection District (NFPD). More 
specifically, the proposed octagon building is within the PFPD district, and the proposed 
warehouse building is within the NFPD boundaries. As detailed on page 15-3 of the Draft EIR, 
the PFPD is served by one station, located in the center of the town of Penryn, at 7206 Church 
Street, approximately 2.1 miles from the project site. The NFPD is also served by one station, 
located at 9350 Old State Highway, approximately 1.7 miles northeast of the project site. 
 
Views and recommendations regarding the merits of the project have been considered by Placer 
County staff in developing the staff recommendation, and by the Planning Commission and the 
Board of Supervisors in their deliberations and decision-making regarding certification of the EIR 
and merits of the proposed project.  
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LETTER 14: ANDY AND ANDREA BELL 
 
Response to Comment 14-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 15: DAMON BELMAN 
 
Response to Comment 15-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 16: CHERYL BERKEMA 
 
Response to Comment 16-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and summarizes concerns that have been expressed 
more specifically in subsequent comments. Please see the following responses to comments.  
 
Response to Comment 16-2 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the “project definition” of the proposed project in 
the Draft EIR is unclear, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed 
response, including what exactly the commenter is referring through the term “project definition.” 
 
Response to Comment 16-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but has been noted for the record 
and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Please also see Master Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 16-4 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, the Project Description chapter of the Draft 
EIR includes a list of objectives developed by the project applicant, not the County. Project 
Objective #3 identifies gravity flow processing as a method that will assist in producing high-
quality wine. The applicant’s proposed means of achieving gravity flow processing is utilization of 
the structure atop the hill located on-site. Neither the applicant, their objective, nor the Draft EIR, 
claim that this is the only available means of filtration. In further support, page 3-9 of the Draft EIR 
states in reference to the octagon structure: 
 

The building would sit atop the hill located in the northern portion of the project site in order 
to allow for gravity filtration down to the wine cave level, as well as to provide views 
overlooking the existing vineyards below (see Figure 3-6). 

 
The Draft EIR clearly states that the octagon building is how the applicant proposes to achieve 
gravity filtration. As can be seen in the above excerpt, the Draft EIR also acknowledges that the 
octagon is a means by which views of the winery and surroundings can be provided. Please see 
Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives and Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity 
Processing for further discussion regarding the commenter’s suggestion that gravity flow filtration 
can be built underground.  
 
Response to Comment 16-5 
In responding to this comment, an assumption has been made that “pumping using Winery 8 
methodology” refers to pumping required by the process of gravity filtration to be employed at the 
proposed Project 8 facility. If this assumption is correct, no analysis is required because water is 
not used in the gravity filtration process apart from the cleaning of the associated equipment, 
which represents no usage above and beyond what is required when using alternative methods 
for filtration of in-process wine. Furthermore, in the gravity filtration process, pumping is not 
required as the wine is lifted via elevator to the upper processing level in 500-gallon totes.  
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Response to Comment 16-6 
In responding to this comment, an assumption has been made that “pumping using Winery 8 
methodology” refers to pumping required by the process of gravity filtration to be employed at the 
proposed Project 8 facility. If this assumption is correct, no analysis is required because there is 
no energy usage associated with pumping to be analyzed in the gravity filtration process. The 
primary intent of utilizing a gravity filtration process is to, as much as is feasible, eliminate the use 
of pumps and thus mitigate the negative effects their use has on finished product. That said, there 
is still energy usage tied to the gravity filtration process. For example, the primary energy usage 
for gravity filtration is associated with conveying the unfiltered wine to the upper processing level 
using elevators. Alternatively, the primary energy usage for a conventional pump filtration process 
is associated with the pumps themselves and there is considerably more energy loss resulting 
from running the filtration pumps for an extended period of time (heat, friction, motor efficiency, 
etc.) than from the brief operation of the elevators to lift the unfiltered wine. It is also worth noting, 
transport of the wine totes to the upper processing level is anticipated to occur primarily during 
standard daytime working hours such that the energy required could be provided directly by onsite 
photovoltaic power generation.  
 
Response to Comment 16-7 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 16-8 
Please see Master Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 16-9 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but rather poses questions about 
the discretionary entitlements required for the proposed project, which do not include a request 
for County approval of a Variance. The comment has been forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 16-10 
The commenter’s statement that the proposed project would be allowed to operate “outside of 
Placer Code” is unclear, nor does it appear to address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
Nevertheless, it is noted that, with the exception of the requested height of the octagon structure, 
the other proposed operational parameters, including maximum number of attendees at one time 
during agricultural promotional events, the accessory restaurant and its proposed hours of 
operations, are allowable under the County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, subject to 
County discretionary review and approval of a CUP. Regarding the requested ZTA, please see 
Master Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 16-11 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR but has been noted for the record 
and forwarded to the decisionmakers. Section 17.56.330(D)(4)(a) of the Winery and Farm 
Brewery Ordinance states:  
 

a. Agricultural Promotional Events. Tasting rooms may include agricultural promotional 
events sponsored by a winery or farm brewery that are intended for the promotion 
and sale of the facility’s product, as defined in subsection B above. Agricultural 
promotional events are not limited in number. For large wineries located on forty 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-109 

(40) acres or greater, additional attendees may be permitted subject to a 
conditional use permit. (emphasis added) 

 
This section of the Code places no such limitation requested by the commenter that additional 
guests should only be allowed if there are no project significant impacts harmful to guests and the 
community. The decision whether to approve a project for which an EIR has identified significant 
and unavoidable impacts is a policy decision for the decision-makers, in this case, the Placer 
County Board of Supervisors. In order to approve such a project (i.e., a project having significant 
and unavoidable impacts), pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, CEQA requires the 
decision-making agency make certain findings regarding each of the project’s significant impacts, 
and for those impacts that are considered significant and unavoidable, 15093 requires the lead 
agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, 
including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposed project against its 
unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide 
environmental benefits, of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable,” and the lead agency 
shall provide a Statement of Overriding Considerations giving the specific reasons for approving 
the project. 
 
Response to Comment 16-12 
The meaning of the comment is unclear. The commenter appears to suggest that because the 
proposed project would have two significant and unavoidable impacts, a CUP is not appropriate 
for the project. Section 17.58.140, Permit Issuance, of the Placer County Code, provides the 
findings that the County must make before approving a CUP. Finding 3 states:  
 

3. The establishment, maintenance or operation of the proposed use or building will not, 
under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, 
peace, comfort and general welfare of people residing or working in the neighborhood 
of the proposed use, or be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the 
neighborhood or to the general welfare of the county; except that a proposed use may 
be approved contrary to this finding where the granting authority determines that 
extenuating circumstances justify approval and enable the making of specific 
overriding findings. 

 
Thus, the decisionmakers have the authority to approve a project having significant impacts when 
specific overriding findings are made.  Please also see Response to Comment 16-11.  
 
Response to Comment 16-13 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, the comment has been 
further discussed in the staff report and provided to decision-makers for their consideration. 
Please see Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant. 
 
Response to Comment 16-14 
Potential impacts related to GHG emissions and VMT are evaluated separately in Chapter 6, Air 
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Chapter 16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, 
respectively. Consistent with Section VIII of CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, and as evaluated in 
the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in a potentially significant impact related to GHG 
emissions if the project would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
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adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. Meanwhile, consistent with Section 
XVII(b) of Appendix G, and as evaluated in the Draft EIR, the project would result in a potentially 
significant impact related to VMT if the project conflicts or is inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3(b). Thus, although climate change is exacerbated, in part, due to GHG emissions 
generated by combustion-engine vehicle use, from a CEQA standpoint, the thresholds of 
significance for potential impacts related to GHG emissions and VMT are distinct from each other. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR’s identification of a significant VMT impact does not automatically result 
in a significant impact related to GHG emissions and climate change.  
 
The Draft EIR evaluates the proposed project’s potential to generate GHG emissions that may 
have a significant impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs under Impact 6-6, which 
starts on page 6-45. As detailed therein, the project’s maximum annual construction-related GHG 
emissions would be well below the PCAPCD’s bright-line threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e/yr (see 
Table 6-10 on page 6-46 of the Draft EIR). In addition, the proposed project would result in 
operational GHG emissions below the applicable PCAPCD efficiency threshold (see Table 6-12 
on page 6-47 of the Draft EIR). Therefore, operation of the proposed project would not be 
considered to generate GHG emissions that may have a significant impact on the environment. 
Finally, the Draft EIR evaluates the proposed project’s consistency with the Placer County 
Sustainability Plan (PCSP) on page 6-47. As discussed therein, the PCSP establishes a target of 
reducing GHG emissions from Placer County to 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 and 
achieving the statewide per capita efficiency target of six MTCO2e per person by 2030. The GHG 
reductions presented within the PCSP are designed to achieve the State’s adopted AB 32 and 
SB 32 reduction targets. Under the PCSP, the County utilizes the PCAPCD recommended GHG 
thresholds to determine whether PCSP emission reduction measures are required. Because the 
proposed project’s operational GHG emissions would be below the applicable thresholds, 
implementation of the GHG reduction measures included in the PCSP is not required. 
Accordingly, the proposed project would not conflict with implementation of the PCSP or the 
State’s 2030 GHG reduction goals, as established by SB 32. 
 
Potential impacts associated with the proposed project related to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
facilities are evaluated in Chapter 16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, starting on page 16-27. As 
detailed therein, fixed-route transit service currently operates along Taylor Road in the project 
vicinity; however, the project’s traffic contribution to roads near the Taylor Road/English Colony 
Way transit stop would be too slight to adversely affect on-time performance (see Table 16-6 and 
Table 16-8 of the Draft EIR). Additionally, development of the proposed project would not interfere 
with implementation of a planned transit service or facility. The project would not result in 
increased transit ridership demand that would result in passenger loads in excess of applicable 
vehicle loading standards. Finally, as the project access is not adjacent to any transit facility, the 
project would not result in increased potential for safety conflicts involving transit vehicles and 
other modes of travel. As such, the Draft EIR concludes on page 16-29 that the proposed project 
would not adversely affect transit service and/or facilities. Thus, while the project would be subject 
to all applicable development impact fees set forth by Placer County on new development, the 
project would not be subject to mitigation requiring payment for increased transit services beyond 
any fees that are already required pursuant to the Placer County Code. 
 
Response to Comment 16-15 
Cumulative impacts that could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable future development, in 
combination with the proposed project, are evaluated throughout the various technical chapters 
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of the Draft EIR. Cumulative impacts related to energy, water consumption, and emissions are 
evaluated in Chapter 9, Energy; Chapter 15, Public Services and Utilities; and Chapter 6, Air 
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR. Please see the discussions and 
analyses contained therein. 
 
Response to Comment 16-16 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that an EIR discuss the cumulative and long-term 
effects of the proposed project that would adversely affect the environment. Section 15130(b) of 
CEQA Guidelines indicates that the level of detail of the cumulative analysis need not be as great 
as for the project impact analyses, but that analysis should reflect the severity of the impacts and 
their likelihood of occurrence, and that the analysis should be focused, practical, and reasonable. 
As established throughout the various technical chapters of the Draft EIR, the cumulative setting 
for the proposed project consists of the HBPCP area and the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan 
(BRSP) area. Winery projects have not been approved recently within the cumulative setting 
established within the Draft EIR. As such, the Draft EIR does not evaluate other winery projects, 
that, in combination with the proposed project, could have a cumulative impact, as none exist. 
 
Response to Comment 16-17 
The comment is noted but does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. With respect to 
comments pertaining to code compliance, enforceability is a concern of many stakeholders and 
community members for many land uses including wineries. For informational purposes, the 
County’s Code Compliance process is described here. The Placer County Code Compliance 
Services Division provides assistance to other County departments and enforces County Code, 
investigating potential violations of the Code. Complaints are received via written complaint forms, 
online complaints submitted via Placer County Connect, and referrals from other agencies. The 
process for responding to issues related to wineries and farm breweries is the same as any other 
land use that may be out of compliance with Chapter 17 of the County Code (Zoning). After a 
complaint is received, the next step in the process is to send a courtesy notice to the property 
owner and/or tenant. Contact is made to address a possible violation and acknowledge the 
collaborative manner in which the issue will be resolved. Code Compliance Officers follow up with 
a field inspection to identify whether a violation of the Code exists. In instances where a violation 
has not occurred, the complaint is deemed unfounded. If a violation is found, enforcement is 
pursued in accordance with Article 17.62 (Zoning Enforcement). 
 
Some code compliance issues pertaining to wineries and farm breweries are related to noise. 
Issues pertaining to noise are enforced under Article 9.36 (Noise). Complaints that pertain to noise 
are addressed through a collaborative effort with the Sheriff’s Office and Community Development 
Resource Agency Code Compliance Services. Both Departments have noise meters to collect 
data to determine if the source of noise is outside the specifications of Article 9.36 of the County 
Code. A joint policy between the agencies exists and specifies the days, times, and activities that 
may generate the noise, in addition to the authority required to respond. Generally, the Sheriff’s 
Office will respond to noise issues on weekends and in the evenings when Code Compliance staff 
are unavailable. The policy specifies that chronic or on-going sources of noise affiliated with a 
commercial land use will be handled by the Code Compliance Services. A noise violation 
observed by either agency will begin with issuance of a warning citation followed by a fine that 
progressively increases if compliance is not reached. Section 9.36.100 (Administrative citations) 
outlines the citation process specific to noise violations. The Code Compliance Services Division 
handles collection of fines and schedules appeals for the citation process. 
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Response to Comment 16-18 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter states the ZTA 
should be on the Development Review Committee agenda. The entire Project 8 Winery is still 
under entitlement review and will be on a future Development Review Committee agenda for a 
recommendation.   
 
Response to Comment 16-19 
The comment is a conclusion and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The 
commenter’s views have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part 
of their consideration of the proposed project.
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LETTER 17: CHERYL BERKEMA 
 
Response to Comment 17-1 
The comment pertains to requests that are outside of the legal requirements for a lead agency 
with respect to providing opportunity for review and comment on a Draft EIR. The County met all 
legal requirements for publishing the Project 8 Winery Draft EIR. In accordance with CEQA 
requirements and pursuant to the Notice of Availability (NOA) published by Placer County on its 
website on November 14, 2022, the required 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR was 
from November 14 to December 28, 2022. The NOA additionally provided the December 15, 2022 
date for the public meeting to be held on the Draft EIR in which members of the public could offer 
public comment either in-person or virtually through a Zoom meeting webinar.  
 
With respect to the commenter’s other requests, the County provided email responses, as shown 
above.  
 
Response to Comment 17-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 
17-1. With respect to the Draft EIR comment period, the County appreciates the commenter’s 
request for an extension of the Draft EIR public review period. However, the County complied with 
the legal requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a) by affording a 45-day public 
comment period, and is under no legal obligation to extend said review period. A 45-day public 
review period on a Draft EIR is common practice amongst public agencies, and in this agency’s 
and its consultant’s experience, extending the Draft EIR comment period to a period longer than 
45 days is fairly atypical and restricted to cases where unusual circumstances exist. The County 
does not consider the holidays as unusual circumstances. 
 
The comment has been noted for the recorded and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project.
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LETTER 18: CHERYL BERKEMA 
 
Response to Comment 18-1 
The commenter lists reasons why they believe “project notification” for the NOP and Draft EIR 
were insufficient; however, the listed reasons are not based on state law requirements. For 
example, the commenter suggests that notification was inadequate because agencies contacted 
with the NOP and Draft EIR were not identified, presumably within the Draft EIR itself. This 
information is not required to be included in a CEQA document. Nevertheless, a member of the 
public can request this information from the lead agency should they like to review it. The County 
complied with all noticing requirements when releasing the NOP and Draft EIR, which for state 
agencies, requires preparation of a Notice of Completion (NOC) and submittal of the NOC to the 
State Clearinghouse, specifying which state agencies should receive the NOP and Draft EIR for 
review. The County submitted an NOC to the State Clearinghouse along with the NOP and Draft 
EIR. Local agencies were noticed separately, but concurrently, based on the County’s standard 
distribution list for CEQA documents. 
 
Response to Comment 18-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s opinion that 
winery agricultural promotional and special events would result “in a high volume of calls to law 
enforcement and emergency resources” is speculative. Thus, such concerns are not required for 
analysis under CEQA. Chapter 15, Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR, evaluates 
potential substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental services and/or facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for law enforcement services. This analysis begins on page 15-19 and 
concludes that the proposed project would include built-in security at the site, which would reduce 
law enforcement demands associated with the project and response times to the project site 
would be anticipated to be within the Placer County General Plan’s eight-minute response time 
standard for suburban areas. As a result, the Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project would 
not result in a need for new, or improvements to existing, sheriff protection facilities, construction 
of which could cause significant environmental impacts, and a less-than-significant impact would 
occur. Thus, there is no legal nexus to the commenter’s suggestion that the winery should pay for 
private traffic control and/or special fees to mitigate law enforcement resource (sic). Nevertheless, 
the comment has been forwarded to the decisionmakers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 18-3 
Please see Response to Comment 16-17 regarding code enforcement. With respect to the 
commenter’s concerns with the existing code enforcement process, these concerns have been 
forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 18-4 
The comment is incorrect. For example, Section 17.56.330(E)(4)(b), Noise Regulations, states: 
 

b. Prior to hosting events with amplified speech or music and weddings the 
owner/operator shall submit a site plan to the community development resource 
agency. The site plan shall identify the proposed outdoor location of the event and the 
distance to the nearest residential receptor property line. If the distance between the 
proposed sound source and nearest sensitive receptor property line is greater than 
shown in Table 5 below, then additional acoustical analysis shall not be required. If the 
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distance between the proposed sound source location and nearest sensitive receptor 
property line is less than shown in Table 5 below, a site-specific noise analysis shall 
be required to evaluate compliance with the Placer County Code Article 9.36 (Noise). 
(emphasis added) 

 
Response to Comment 18-5 
The comment is unclear and does not appear to address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The 
overarching concern appears to be related to the requested ZTA. Please see Master Response 
5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 18-6 
The commenter has not provided substantial evidence demonstrating that the amount and type 
of vehicle traffic attributable to the proposed project would substantially degrade pavement 
condition of local roads, resulting in the need for ongoing maintenance. For example, based on 
the Local Traffic Operational Analysis (LTA) prepared for the project by KD Anderson & 
Associates, the project would add between 18 to 288 additional daily vehicles to nearby study 
roadway segments, depending upon the road. This level of additional daily vehicle traffic, primarily 
consisting of passenger vehicles, would not substantially degrade roadway pavement conditions. 
 
The on-time fee referenced by the commenter is likely the Traffic Impact Fee that is for capital 
improvements to the roadway system that are specifically listed in the capital improvement 
programs for this district, not roadway maintenance.  Proposed land uses (including wineries) pay 
their fair share based on the estimated peak hour trips that the land use would create.  The funds 
are applied to future capacity and safety projects. 
 
Placer County typically has not collected on operations and maintenance fee for development on 
existing County roads.     
 
Response to Comment 18-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but states that the Winery and 
Farm Brewery Ordinance needs to be re-analyzed in light of the proposed project. The Project 8 
Winery is a stand-alone project that can be appropriately evaluated through its own environmental 
review process. Furthermore, with the exception of the requested ZTA, the other proposed 
operational parameters for the Project 8 Winery, including maximum number of attendees at one 
time during agricultural promotional events, and the accessory restaurant and its proposed hours 
of operations, are allowable under the County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, subject to 
County discretionary review and approval of a CUP. The Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance 
EIR focused on the environmental effects of by-right activities allowed under the Ordinance (e.g., 
Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance Draft EIR, pg. 3-11), and clearly acknowledged that analysis 
of future winery and/or farm brewery projects and their operations that require additional 
discretionary approvals, as set forth in the Ordinance, would be subject to separate environmental 
review and consideration by the Placer County decision-makers. Thus, re-analysis of the Winery 
and Farm Brewery Ordinance is not required.  
 
Response to Comment 18-8 
Please see Response to Comment 16-17 regarding Development Review Committee agenda.  
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Response to Comment 18-9 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, a decision on whether 
a winery is a compatible use under a Williamson Act contract is made by the Planning Department, 
the determination must involve consultation with the Agricultural Commissioner. The Agricultural 
Commission hearing is reserved for Williamson Act contract applications and cancellations. 
(Section 17.64.070, 17.64.150.) See Master Response 2 – Williamson Act. 
 
Response to Comment 18-10 
Potential impacts that could occur specifically through development of the proposed project are 
evaluated throughout the various technical chapters of the Draft EIR, including potential impacts 
that could occur to biological resources, such as protected wildlife species, in Chapter 7, 
Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. 
 
A comparative analysis of impacts associated with different wineries, in different locations, which 
would involve different environmental resources potentially affected, is not required under CEQA 
and would not assist in understanding the potential impacts associated specifically with the 
proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 18-11 
“Cumulative impacts” are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15355). The cumulative analysis for the Project 8 Winery should be focused 
on the project’s effects in combination with effects from other reasonably foreseeable 
development which, when considered together, are considerable. Thus, the Draft EIR only needs 
to consider the effects of future wineries and farm breweries if said effects would combine with 
the proposed project to create a considerable increase. With the exception of traffic, there is no 
basis for assessing the proposed project’s environmental effects in combination with other, 
potential future wineries/farm breweries identified in the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance EIR 
given their disparate locations. Furthermore, traffic impact significance in CEQA is now based on 
VMT, rather than level of service (LOS). Typically, a rural project’s VMT is not greatly influenced 
by traffic from other disparate developments in a geographic area. With respect to LOS, a project’s 
traffic can combine with traffic from other reasonably foreseeable developments, but not only is 
this issue outside the scope of CEQA, the LTA, which was prepared for the proposed project to 
evaluate consistency with General Plan transportation policies, included a two percent growth 
rate on each roadway segment over 20 years, consistent with the assumptions made in the 
Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance EIR. 
 
In conclusion, there is no basis for the Draft EIR to provide an updated assessment/projection of 
long-term winery growth within the County.  
 
Response to Comment 18-12 
The comment is a conclusion and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The 
commenter’s views have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part 
of their consideration of the proposed project.  
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LETTER 19: MOISES BERMUDEZ 
 
Response to Comment 19-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 20: LESLIE LOCKHART BISHARAT 
 
Response to Comment 20-1 
With respect to the proposed ZTA to the Placer County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, 
please see Master Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
With regard to traffic that could potentially be generated by the proposed project, traffic impact 
significance in CEQA is now based on VMT, rather than LOS. Typically, a rural project’s VMT is 
not greatly influenced by traffic from other disparate developments in a geographic area. With 
respect to LOS, a project’s traffic can combine with traffic from other reasonably foreseeable 
developments, but not only is this issue outside the scope of CEQA, the LTA, which was prepared 
for the proposed project to evaluate consistency with General Plan transportation policies, 
included a 2 percent growth rate on each roadway segment over 20 years, consistent with the 
assumptions made in the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance EIR. 
 
With respect to potential impacts related to traffic hazards, please see the discussion and analysis 
under Impact 16-3 in the Transportation chapter of the Draft EIR, which starts on page 16-29. As 
detailed therein, traffic generated by the proposed project would not negatively affect the safety 
of the State highway facility. The proposed improvements at the site entrance from Callison Road 
would comply with Placer County Engineering Design Plate 116 Major for the design of rural road 
encroachments, and the new site entrance would be constructed at a location that allows exiting 
traffic to have views in each direction. In addition, because the proposed improvements at the site 
entrance from Callison Road would be designed in accordance with applicable County standards, 
potential vehicle safety impacts related to sight distance and approach tapers would be less than 
significant. However, because safety hazards could occur if eastbound traffic on Taylor Road fails 
to perceive waiting vehicles at the Taylor Road/Callison Road intersection in time to stop, or if 
eastbound motorists attempt to pass a turning vehicle on the right, the Draft EIR concludes under 
Impact 16-3 the project could substantially increase hazards to vehicle safety. To address the 
potential impact, the EIR requires Mitigation Measure 16-3, which, as amended in this Final EIR 
(see Chapter 3), requires the project applicant to install a left-turn lane on Taylor Road at the 
Callison Road intersection, with construction of Phase 2 of the project, or if Phase 2 improvement 
plans have not been approved within 3 years of Phase 1 occupancy, the applicant shall proceed 
with separate improvement plans for the left-turn lane on Taylor Road. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 16-3, the impact would be less than significant. Please also see Response to 
Comment 27-5.  
 
With regard to potential visual impacts associated with the proposed octagon building, please see 
Response to Comment 10-5. 
 
With respect to potential noise impacts that could occur as a result of the proposed project, please 
see the discussions and analyses in Chapter 14, Noise, of the Draft EIR, which start on page 14-
26. 
 
Response to Comment 20-2 
The comment expresses a general opinion that is noted for the record and has been provided to 
the decision-makers.  
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Response to Comment 20-3 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the Draft EIR is deficient, but does not provide 
specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. 
 
Please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing and Master Response 
5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 20-4 
Potential impacts associated with the proposed project related to aesthetics are evaluated in 
Chapter 4, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. With respect to traffic safety concerns, please see Chapter 
16, Transportation. Please also see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. 
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project.



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-131 

 

21-1 

21-2 

Letter 21 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-132 

21-2 cont. 

21-3 

21-4 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-133 

LETTER 21: CAROL BROCK 
 
Response to Comment 21-1 
As discussed on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR, “crop production” associated with the existing 
vineyards within the 44.14-acre parcel area is an existing use allowed by right under the property’s 
current zoning designations of F-B-X 20-Acre Minimum and RA-B-100 (see County Code 
Sections 17.10.010[B] and 17.44.010[B]). As a result, the analysis included in the Draft EIR is not 
required to evaluate the effects of the existing vineyard’s crop production and harvesting 
operations. Nevertheless, it is noted that though not frequent, vineyard cultivation, as most 
farming, does require occasional application of pesticides and herbicides. Such applications are 
highly regulated by the State of California and the Placer County Department of Agriculture. All 
federal, state, and county requirements relating to the application of these substances such as 
proper training, permits, records, and oversight by the County are and will continue to be met by 
the property owner’s farming operations.  
 
In addition, the Draft EIR incorporates the discussions and analyses from the Public Well Impact 
Evaluation prepared for the proposed project by EMKO Environmental, Inc. (EMKO) (see 
Appendix N of the Draft EIR). As discussed on page 12-30 of the Draft EIR,  
 

The project site is not located within a groundwater basin. Rather, groundwater within the 
project site is provided by a fractured hard rock aquifer. The fractured hard rock aquifer 
within which the project site is located is not regulated by a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan. Nonetheless, as described above, an 
analytical model was developed to calculate the drawdown of the groundwater levels that 
would occur due to pumping from Public Well 20-2 under three scenarios (Scenario A, 
Scenario B, and Scenario C). 
 
Groundwater pumping typically causes a drawdown cone to form around the pumping well. 
The maximum drawdown occurs at the pumping location and then decreases radially away 
from that point. Thus, the closer that a neighboring well is to the pumping location, the 
larger the drawdown that will occur at that location. The nearest non-project well to Public 
Well 20-2 is the private supply well at 7585 Callison Road, which is approximately 150 feet 
away. 
 
Table 12-3 summarizes the drawdown results for Scenarios A, B, and C. The pumping 
rates for Scenarios B and C are greater than that for Scenario A. However, the duration of 
pumping under Scenario A is appreciably longer than for the other two scenarios. Thus, 
the greatest drawdown occurs under the long-term average operation of the project. The 
short-term drawdowns for special events could create a cumulative addition to the long-
term average. However, under more realistic conditions, a single-day special event would 
incrementally add 0.3-foot of drawdown to the 1.6-foot long-term average, while a single 
peak hour would add 0.03-foot of drawdown. Thus, the peak simulated drawdown that 
could occur at the nearest well location at 7585 Callison Road due to long-term project 
operation is predicted to be 1.93 feet for short durations during the peak-hour demand 
during a special event. The drawdowns that would occur at wells located further than 150 
feet from Public Well 20-2 would be substantially less than what is shown in Table 12-3.  
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Table 12-3 
Projected Drawdowns at 150 Feet from Project Well 

Scenario 
Pumping Rate 

(gpm) 
Duration 
(days) 

Drawdown (Feet) 
High T* 
Value 

Low T 
Value 

A. Average Rate for 
353 Days 3.32 353 1.0 1.6 

B. MDD for 12 Days 4.98 12 0.80 1.2 
C. PHD for 6 Hours 7.47 0.25 0.14 0.11 

* Transmissivity value 
 
Source: EMKO, 2022. 

 
Available data shows that the 7585 Callison Well is 90 feet deep, while the static depth to 
groundwater is 10 ft bgs, such that the well has an available static water column of 80 feet. 
When the pump in that well operates, the depth to water drops to 20 ft bgs, providing a 
water column of 70 feet. The average and maximum short-term effect from use of Public 
Well 20-2 for the project would add an additional 1.6 feet to drawdowns at the 7585 Callison 
Well, but could add as much as 1.93 feet over a short period (approximately one hour). 
Thus, the use of Public Well 20-2 could potentially decrease the static water column in the 
7585 Callison Well by approximately two percent on a long-term basis and 2.4 percent on 
a short-term basis. In addition, use of Public Well 20-2 could decrease the available water 
column by approximately 2.3 percent to 2.8 percent when the 7585 Callison Road well is 
operating. However, according to EMKO, the reductions in the water column at the nearest 
neighboring well are considered to be de minimis and would not impact the use of the 7585 
Callison Road well.21  
 
Because the magnitude of the change in groundwater levels that would occur during 
pumping of Public Well 20-2 would decrease radially away from the well, the effects at 
more distant wells would be appreciably less than what are identified for the nearest well 
at 7585 Callison Road. Therefore, the use of Public Well 20-2 for the project operations 
would not have any adverse effects on the wells of neighboring property owners.  

 
Response to Comment 21-2 
Draft EIR Table 16-6 indicates that the Project 8 Winery is forecast to generate 288 to 306 daily 
one-way trip ends at its access on Callison Road. The commenter’s estimate of daily “cars” is 
indicative of “round trips”, and the suggestion of 130 additional cars would equate to 260 one-way 
trip ends.  The commenter’s forecast is less than but similar to the Draft EIR estimate. 
 
Similarly, Draft EIR Table 16-8 identifies the Project 8 Winery’s annual daily trip generation as 
67,728 daily trip ends. The commenter’s suggestion of 38,380 additional cars annually would be 
equivalent to 76,760 annual daily trips, which is slightly higher than the estimate in the Draft EIR. 
However, review of the comparative data indicates that the difference primarily relates to the 
estimated visitors to the Accessory Restaurant.  As noted in Response to Comment 10-15, the 
Draft EIR’s estimate of trips generated by the accessory restaurant is based on trip generation 
rates published by the ITE for restaurants nationwide, a source regularly recognized by Caltrans 
and local lead agencies. This is a conservative “worst case” approach by using standard ITE trip 
generation rates for a “free standing” restaurant which exceed the applicant’s anticipated trip 
generation.  
 
Additional analysis is not required. 
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Response to Comment 21-3 
Safety relating to pedestrians and bicyclists is discussed in the Draft EIR beginning on page 16-
27, and additional information relating to collision history on study area roads is provided in the 
supporting LTA. It should be noted that in regard to the commenter’s statement concerning 
development of the winery nearly two years ago, the analysis included in the Draft EIR is not 
required to evaluate the effects of the existing vineyard’s crop production and harvesting 
operations that are not a part of the proposed winery project. Crop production is a use allowed by 
right under the property’s current zoning designations.  
 
As noted in Draft EIR page 16-18, the proposed project would not physically disrupt an existing 
pedestrian facility, nor interfere with implementation of any planned pedestrian facility. Because 
the volume of traffic added by the Project 8 Winery is comparatively low, the project would not 
result in an increased number of vehicles and/or pedestrians on a facility that does not have 
adequate pedestrian facilities, such that conflicts between pedestrians and other travel modes 
would likely increase. As such, implementation of the proposed project would not adversely affect 
pedestrian facilities. 
 
As noted, beginning on Draft EIR page 16-29, the Project Winery 8 will improve roughly 500 feet 
of Callison Road at the project entrance to provide standard Placer County improvements that 
are consistent with the nature of the project and Placer County standard plans.  The improvements 
include 12-foot travel lanes and paved shoulder and intersection approach tapers that are 
consistent with the County’s design Plate 116. 
 
While the comment suggests that sidewalks and or speed bumps should be installed on Callison 
Road, sidewalks are not consistent with Placer County’s standard plans for rural collector roads, 
such as Callison Road, nor are sidewalks required to address an identified pedestrian safety 
impact.   Placer County has established programs to address traffic calming measures that could 
reduce the negative effects of motor vehicle use, alter driver behavior, and improve conditions for 
non-motorized street users.  Information on the County’s Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Program can be found at: https://www.placer.ca.gov/1570/Traffic-Calming. 
 
Response to Comment 21-4 
While the Taylor Road property located at the NW corner of Callison Road and Taylor Road is 
farmed by an entity under the same umbrella as that of Project 8, it is not part of Project 8. 
Furthermore, the Taylor Road property is not contiguous with the Project 8 property. Providing 
access to the Project 8 property via the Taylor Road property would require constructing a new 
crossing of the North Union Pacific Railroad Track. In light of the United States Department of 
Transportation’s published goal of reducing the number of at-grade railroad crossings (nationally), 
the only options would be to cross overhead or underneath the railroad tracks, either of which 
make the possibility of relocating the Project 8 access off Taylor Road completely infeasible from 
the standpoints of time and cost.  
 

https://www.placer.ca.gov/1570/Traffic-Calming
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LETTER 22: AMANDA BUDDE 
 
Response to Comment 22-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 23: AMANDA CARNES 
 
Response to Comment 23-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 24: CATHERINE CHAPPELL 
 
Response to Comment 24-1 
The commenter expresses concerns regarding the project’s effects to the rural community and 
aesthetic of the area. In Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560, the 
Appellate Court evaluated whether community character is a consideration in CEQA and whether 
changes to community character or social impacts constitute an environmental impact under 
CEQA. The Court determined CEQA does not require an analysis of subjective psychological 
feelings or social impacts. Rather, CEQA’s overriding and primary goal is to protect the physical 
environment. CEQA defines a “significant effect on the environment” as “substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse changes in physical conditions ....” (PRC section 21100. subd. [d]).  
 
Regarding concerns about the proposed height, please see Master Response 3 – Octagon 
Building and Gravity Processing and Master Response 5 – ZTA; for concerns about the accessory 
use restaurant, please see Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant; and for concerns about 
Williamson Act, please see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act. For concerns about the 
distinction between knoll and ridgeline, please see Response to Comments 9-33 and 10-8.  
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 24-2 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives and Master Response 3 – Octagon Building 
and Gravity Processing.   
 
Response to Comment 24-3 
For concerns about the distinction between knoll and ridgeline, please see Responses to 
Comments 9-33 and 10-8. 
 
Response to Comment 24-4 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives and Master Response 5 – ZTA.  
 
Response to Comment 24-5 
Please see Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant. The commenter’s opposition to the 
accessory restaurant and the proposed increase in the maximum number of attendees for 
agricultural promotional events is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 24-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s belief that the 
proposed hours of operation for the accessory restaurant are inconsistent with the neighborhood 
and other Placer County wineries has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 24-7 
Please see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act and Master Response 4 – Accessory 
Restaurant. The commenter’s recommendation that the decision-makers choose the No Project 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-144 

(No Build) Alternative is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for 
their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 24-8 
The commenter appears to request consideration of another alternative, which would be a 
combination of the Reduced Height and Reduced Operations Alternatives. Please see Master 
Response 1 – Project Alternatives regarding the explanation and justification that the Draft EIR 
already evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, and thus, meets CEQA requirements for an 
alternatives analysis. The Board of Supervisors has discretion over approval of the proposed 
project and any modifications and/or conditions of approval. 
 
Response to Comment 24-9 
With respect to wildlife, CEQA appropriately focuses on special-status species (Appendix G, 
Section IV(a)) and the project’s potential effects to said species. The types of special-status 
species that the Draft EIR identified as potentially occurring in the area would not be adversely 
affected by vehicle traffic (i.e., birds). 
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LETTER 25: JACOB COLEMAN 
 
Response to Comment 25-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 26: MURIEL DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment 26-1 
Please see Master Response 5 – ZTA. 
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LETTER 27: MURIEL DAVIS 
 
Response to Comment 27-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 3 – 
Octagon Building and Gravity Processing and Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant. 
 
Response to Comment 27-2 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master 
Response 2 – Williamson Act and Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant. 
 
Response to Comment 27-3 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For concerns about 
ridgelines, please see Responses to Comments 9-33 and 10-8.  
 
Response to Comment 27-4 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Master 
Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing and Master Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 27-5 
With regard to traffic that could potentially be generated by the proposed project, traffic impact 
significance under CEQA is now based on VMT, rather than LOS. Nonetheless, an LTA was 
prepared for the project by KD Anderson. The LTA estimated an increase of 18 vehicles per day 
on Sisley Road and Clark Tunnel Road in close proximity to the project parcel.  English Colony 
Road and Del Mar Avenue are located further from the project parcel and we would expect fewer 
project related vehicle trips than the 18 shown on the adjacent roadways.  It was also noted in 
Draft EIR Table 16-3 that Callison Road is the primary access route to the site. The study 
intersections and roadway segments evaluated in the LTA were selected based on professional 
engineering judgment of the project traffic consultant and County Department of Public Works, 
taking into consideration project trip generation and distribution data. The traffic consultant and 
County are confident that the selected study area is fully adequate to determine whether the 
proposed project triggers any roadway improvements based on conflicts with County traffic-
related policies.  
 
Response to Comment 27-6 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 39 
of the Environmental Noise & Vibration Assessment prepared for the proposed project and 
included as Appendix O of the Draft EIR, to account for shielding provided by intervening 
topography, elevation data for the entire project area was input to the noise analysis model. In 
addition, using aerial imagery and the project site plans, model inputs for both hard surfaces, soft 
surfaces, and vegetated areas were applied. In addition, as stated on page 14-37, and shown in 
Figure 14-7, of the Draft EIR, the potential noise effects from use of the outdoor terraces adjacent 
to the octagon building and processing/warehouse building were evaluated in the Draft EIR and 
found to be less-than-significant (Draft EIR, pg. 14-54).  
 
Response to Comment 27-7 
Please see Response to Comment 10-7. 
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Response to Comment 27-8 
As stated on page 3-14 of the Draft EIR, the proposed accessory restaurant would be reservation-
only. Thus, the number of restaurant customers would not be difficult to enforce. Enforcement 
regarding lights will not be needed as the design of the lighting would be reviewed and approved 
by the County to ensure that impacts to the community would not be significant. Please see 
Response to Comment 10-7. While enforcement of noise may be required, the need for such is 
speculative based on the analysis contained in the Draft EIR, which determined that the project’s 
operational noise, including amplified music would be less-than-significant. Please also see 
Response to Comment 9-21. 
 
Response to Comment 27-9 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 27-10 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 28: ERIC DEDE 
 
Response to Comment 28-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 29: DONNA DELNO 
 
Response to Comment 29-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 29-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 29-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 29-4 
With respect to potential impacts related to light that could occur through development of the 
proposed project, please see the discussions and analyses under Impact 4-3, which starts on 
page 4-26 of the Draft EIR. With regard to potential impacts related to noise, please see the 
discussions and analyses under Impacts 14-1 and 14-2, which start on pages 14-26 and 14-30 of 
the Draft EIR, respectively. 
 
Response to Comment 29-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 30: STACIA DELUCCHI 
 
Response to Comment 30-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 31: CHRIS DENOYER 
 
Response to Comment 31-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 32: DOUG DIRUSCIO 
 
Response to Comment 32-1 
The County appreciates the commenter’s privacy concerns, which have been noted for the record 
and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration in their deliberations and decision-
making regarding certification of the EIR and potential approval of the proposed project. With 
respect to CEQA, it is emphasized that, as stated on page 4-4 of the Draft EIR:  
 

CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) case law has established that only 
public views, not private views, are protected under CEQA. For example, in Association for 
Protection etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 720 [3 Cal. Rptr.2d 488] the 
court determined that “we must differentiate between adverse impacts upon particular 
persons and adverse impacts upon the environment of persons in general. As recognized 
by the court in Topanga Beach Renters Assn. v. Department of General Services (1976) 
58 Cal.App.3d 188 [129 Cal.Rptr. 739]: ‘[A]ll government activity has some direct or indirect 
adverse effect on some persons. The issue is not whether [the project] will adversely affect 
particular persons but whether [the project] will adversely affect the environment of persons 
in general.’” Such a conclusion is consistent with the thresholds of significance established 
in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 
Based on the above, it is appropriate to focus the aesthetic impact analysis on potential impacts 
to public views, rather than private views. 
 
Response to Comment 32-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but has been noted for the record 
and forwarded to the decision-makers. 
 
Response to Comment 32-3 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives, Master Response 3 – Octagon Building 
and Gravity Processing, and Master Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 32-4 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. Please see 
Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 32-5 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. Please see 
Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives and Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity 
Processing. 
 
Response to Comment 32-6 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. Please see 
Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. 
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Response to Comment 32-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter expresses 
concerns regarding the project’s effects to the rural character of the area. In Preserve Poway v. 
City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560, the Appellate Court evaluated whether community 
character is a consideration in CEQA and whether changes to community character or social 
impacts constitute an environmental impact under CEQA. The Court determined CEQA does not 
require an analysis of subjective psychological feelings or social impacts. Rather, CEQA’s 
overriding and primary goal is to protect the physical environment. CEQA defines a “significant 
effect on the environment” as “substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse changes in physical 
conditions ....” (PRC section 21100. subd. [d]).  
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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LETTER 33: JULIA DUARTE 
 
Response to Comment 33-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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Letter 34 
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LETTER 34: MICHAEL DUARTE 
 
Response to Comment 34-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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Letter 35 
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LETTER 35: CHAD ERICKSON 
 
Response to Comment 35-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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Letter 36 
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LETTER 36: FABRICIO GARCIA 
 
Response to Comment 36-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 37: ALEC GOEKEN 
 
Response to Comment 37-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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Letter 38 
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LETTER 38: SALVADOR GONZALEZ 
 
Response to Comment 38-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 39: LAWRENCE GOUVEIA 
 
Response to Comment 39-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate and fails to account 
for potential impacts related to the octagon building, traffic, noise, loss of habitat and wildlife 
corridors, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. Please 
see the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4, Aesthetics; Chapter 7, Biological Resources; 
Chapter 14, Noise; and Chapter 16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, which address the foregoing 
issues. 
 
The commenter also expresses their appreciation for the rural atmosphere, which are noted for 
the record and have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. With respect 
to CEQA, in Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560, the Appellate Court 
evaluated whether community character is a consideration in CEQA and whether changes to 
community character or social impacts constitute an environmental impact under CEQA. The 
Court determined CEQA does not require an analysis of subjective psychological feelings or 
social impacts. Rather, CEQA’s overriding and primary goal is to protect the physical environment. 
CEQA defines a “significant effect on the environment” as “substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse changes in physical conditions ....” (PRC section 21100. subd. (d)).  
 
Response to Comment 39-2 
Please see Response to Comment 39-1, as well as the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4, 
Aesthetics; Chapter 6, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Chapter 7, Biological 
Resources; and Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. 
 
The acreage of vineyard currently present adjacent to the project site is well in excess of the 16.5 
acres estimated by the commenter. The total acreage will also continue to increase as additional 
areas are made ready for planting in the coming seasons.  
 
It is also noted that there are additional existing vineyards within Placer County affiliated (through 
ownership and management agreements) with the winery. Grapes from these existing vineyards 
will be an important contribution to the supply of grapes necessary to achieve the 50,000+ case 
production target.  
 
The balance of grape supply will be obtained and imported from other areas both within and 
beyond Placer County. This is, in fact, an important aspect of the business model, as stated in 
the Project Objectives on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR. While many varietals of wine grapes prosper 
in Placer County growing conditions, that is not the case for all types universally. By seeking high 
quality grapes from areas where growing conditions are most favorable for their particular varietal, 
the winery will be able to cultivate a selection of wines that can appeal to a larger audience helping 
to ensure its success.  
 
Response to Comment 39-3 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives regarding alternatives, and Master 
Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing, and Responses to Comments 9-37 and 
9-38 regarding the 75-foot-tall octagon and proposed method of gravity filtration. Regarding the 
concerns about impacts to the rural community, please see Response to Comment 32-7. 
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The commenter’s views and recommendations regarding the merits of the project have been 
considered by Placer County staff in developing the staff recommendation, and by the Planning 
Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations and decision-making regarding 
certification of the EIR and merits of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 39-4 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives regarding alternatives. Regarding truck 
traffic, please see Response to Comment 39-2 and note that truck traffic associated with hauling 
grapes to the proposed winery is also evaluated in Chapter 16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR 
(see Table 16-5). Regarding the concern about traffic backing up past the left-turn lane heading 
east, blocking Taylor Road on busy weekends, it is important to note that Mitigation Measure 16-
3, as amended in this Final EIR (see Chapter 3), requires that the project applicant install a left-
turn lane on Taylor Road at the Callison Road intersection with construction of Phase 2 of the 
project, or if Phase 2 improvement plans have not been approved within 3 years of Phase 1 
occupancy, the applicant shall proceed with separate improvement plans for the left-turn lane on 
Taylor Road. It should also be noted that, due to the project’s significant and unavoidable VMT 
impact, a statement of overriding considerations has been prepared separately by the County and 
will need to be adopted by the Board of Supervisors should they vote to approve the project.  
 
Response to Comment 39-5 
Please see Response to Comment 9-21. 
 
Response to Comment 39-6 
Please see Response to Comment 10-7. 
 
Response to Comment 39-7 
As discussed on page 3-1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project site, or improvement area, 
consists of approximately 18 acres of the 44.14-acre parcel area. The wildlife species about which 
the commenter is concerned are not specifically identified, with the exception of raptors and 
herbivores. Raptors are addressed in Impact 7-2 of the Biological Resources chapter of the EIR. 
The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 7-2 requiring preconstruction nesting surveys for 
raptors and other birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and if detected on-site, 
implementation of avoidance and minimization measures. 
 
As detailed in Table 7-6 of the Draft EIR, of the 6.2 acres of blue oak woodland found on-site, the 
project would impact approximately 4.2 acres of blue oak woodland. The site also contains 1.7 
acres of annual grassland that would be impacted by the proposed project. The project site is 
located within Plan Area A: Foothills of the PCCP and the proposed project is a Covered Activity 
requiring PCCP Authorization. The project is required to apply for PCCP Authorization and comply 
with PCCP General Condition 3 for land conversion fee obligations for permanent land 
conversion. 

 
Development fees would be applied for the proposed project’s vegetation community impacts, in 
accordance with PCCP guidelines. The vegetation community impacts that would be accounted 
for would include impacts to the oak woodlands, as well as other natural and semi-natural habitats, 
such as annual grassland. Therefore, the proposed project would offset the loss of potential 
habitat for raptors and herbivores, though the latter may not be considered special-status species, 
such as common rodents, rabbits, and deer.  
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Response to Comment 39-8 
Please see Responses to Comments 10-7 and 39-1, as well as Master Response 3 – Octagon 
Building and Gravity Processing, and Master Response 5 – ZTA. The comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 40: BRAD HEISLER 
 
Response to Comment 40-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-186 

 

41-1 

41-2 

41-3 

Letter 41 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-187 

 

41-4 

41-5 

41-6 

41-7 

41-8 

41-9 

41-10 

41-11 

41-12 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-188 

 

41-13 

41-14 

41-15 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-189 

LETTER 41: ANN HENDERICKSON-PANTOS 
 
Response to Comment 41-1 
Please see Master Response 5 – ZTA and Response to Comment 9-33. The commenter’s 
concerns are noted for the record and have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 41-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but is noted for the record. Views 
and recommendations regarding the merits of the project have been considered by Placer County 
staff in developing the staff recommendation, and by the Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors in their deliberations and decision-making regarding certification of the EIR and 
potential approval of the proposed project. 
 
Please also see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing, regarding the 
75-foot-tall octagon and proposed method of gravity processing, as well as Master Response 5 – 
ZTA regarding the requested ZTA.  
 
Response to Comment 41-3 
As discussed on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR, the octagon building would be located atop a knoll 
rather than a ridgeline. Regardless, this does not affect the significance conclusion of the Draft 
EIR regarding aesthetics. As the commenter rightly notes, the Draft EIR concluded that the 
proposed octagon building would result in a significant aesthetic impact by substantially degrading 
the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, as seen from public views. 
In an effort to reduce the magnitude of the impact, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4-
2. The mitigation, among other things, requires additional plantings along the project’s Callison 
Road frontage, a living façade on floors 2-4 of the octagon building, and structural materials on 
the upper portion of the octagon building that are representative of the surrounding oak woodland. 
Nevertheless, the project’s aesthetic impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response to Comment 41-4 
Please see Response to Comment 53-1. 
 
Response to Comment 41-5 
Please see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act. 
 
Response to Comment 41-6 
Please see the discussions and analyses in Chapter 14, Noise, of the Draft EIR. Specifically, refer 
to the analyses under Impact 14-2, which evaluates potential noise generated by project-
generated traffic along roadways in the project vicinity, parking areas, on-site vehicle circulation, 
outdoor amplified music from the octagon building and warehouse building, outdoor event crowds, 
an emergency standby generator, and agricultural operations, starting on page 14-30.  
 
The commenter also appears to express concern about the project’s elevated (“higher”) position. 
The elevation of the project site, including the proposed octagon atop the hill, is factored into the 
noise modelling. As discussed on page 39 of the Environmental Noise & Vibration Assessment 
prepared for the proposed project and included as Appendix O of the Draft EIR, to account for 
shielding provided by intervening topography, elevation data for the entire project area was input 
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to the noise analysis model. In addition, using aerial imagery and the project site plans, model 
inputs for hard surfaces, soft surfaces, and vegetated areas were applied. 
 
Response to Comment 41-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. Regarding enforcement, please see Response to Comment 16-17.  
 
Response to Comment 41-8 
As illustrated in the simulations included in the Aesthetics chapter of the Draft EIR, proposed 
parking areas will not be visible from public roads, with very limited exception (i.e., select spaces 
in front of the processing/warehouse building). This would not result in a substantial degradation 
of the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 
 
Response to Comment 41-9 
Sisley Road is discussed in the Draft EIR, beginning on page 16-14, and is described as a local 
two-lane road with pavement in poor condition and width that ranges from 16 to 22 feet without 
shoulders.  As noted in Draft EIR Table 16-3, Callison Road is the primary access route to the 
site, and the Project 8 Winery is only projected to add 18 vehicle trips per day to Sisley Road.  
This volume of occasional automobile traffic would not appreciably affect the condition of Sisley 
Road, nor create the need for maintenance.  
 
Response to Comment 41-10 
As stated in Response to Comment 41-9, the proposed project is projected to add 18 vehicle trips 
per day to Sisley Road. It is reasonable to conclude that this relatively minor increase in daily 
traffic would not substantially increase hazards related to pedestrians and bicyclists (see 
Appendix G, Section XVII, Question c). With respect to wildlife, CEQA appropriately focuses on 
special-status species and the project’s potential effects to said species. The types of special-
status species that the Draft EIR identified as potentially occurring in the area would not be 
adversely affected by vehicle traffic (i.e., birds). 
 
Response to Comment 41-11 
As discussed on page 16-4 of the Draft EIR, Callison Road is a two-lane rural road with varying 
pavement and does not include shoulders. The pavement width ranges from 22 to 24 feet along 
the segment that extends from the UPRR crossing to Taylor Road. From the UPRR crossing to 
Clark Tunnel Road, the width ranges from 16 to 20 feet. As noted in Draft EIR page 16-18, the 
proposed project would not physically disrupt an existing pedestrian facility, nor interfere with 
implementation of any planned pedestrian facility. Because the volume of traffic added by the 
Project 8 Winery is comparatively low, the project would not result in an increased number of 
vehicles and/or pedestrians on a facility that does not have adequate pedestrian facilities, such 
that conflicts between pedestrians and other travel modes would likely increase. As such, 
implementation of the proposed project would not adversely affect pedestrian facilities. 
 
Please also see Response to Comment 21-4.  
 
Response to Comment 41-12 
It is important to note that the existing vineyards are located adjacent to the Project 8 project site 
and are not part of this application and; thus, there is no requirement to analyze grape cultivation 
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in this Draft EIR. Nevertheless, the following is offered for informational purposes. Though not 
frequent, vineyard cultivation, as most farming, does require occasional application of pesticides 
and herbicides. Such applications are highly regulated by the State of California and the Placer 
County Department of Agriculture. All federal, state, and county requirements relating to the 
application of these substances such as proper training, permits, records, and oversight by the 
County are and will continue to be met by vineyard farming operations. All applications are tightly 
controlled, and careful planning is employed to carry out applications in optimal conditions (e.g. 
low wind).  
 
Response to Comment 41-13 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Views and recommendations 
regarding the merits of the project have been considered by Placer County staff in developing the 
staff recommendation, and by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations and decision-making regarding certification of the EIR and potential approval of the 
proposed project. Regarding General Plan and HBPCP, please see Response to Comment 9-33. 
 
Response to Comment 41-14 
The commenter requests explanation as to how the Reduced Height Alternative could have more 
of an environmental impact than the proposed project with a 75-foot-tall building. The commenter 
appears to be referring to the portion of the Alternatives Analysis where a comparison of biological 
resources impacts is provided (e.g., Draft EIR, pg. 21-15 and -16). As stated therein: 
  

As shown in Figure 21-2, due to the development of two shorter buildings and a 75-foot 
agricultural structure for the use of gravity filtration, rather than one 75-foot octagon 
building, the Alternative would result in an increased disturbance area of 1.46 acres as 
compared to the proposed project, as well as an increased impact area to the on-site 
woodland canopy of an additional 1.65 acres. Thus, the Alternative would include removal 
of a greater acreage of oak woodlands relative to the proposed project, and absent 
compliance with applicable PCCP mitigation measures, would still have the potential to 
conflict with the PCCP. 

 
Thus, the Draft EIR appropriately states that the Reduced Height Alternative could increase 
impacts to biological resources due to larger building footprints and associated grading limits.  
 
Response to Comment 41-15 
While the County appreciates the commenter’s request for an extension of the Draft EIR public 
review period, the County complied with the legal requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 
15105(a), by affording a 45-day public comment period, and is under no legal obligation to extend 
said review period. A 45-day public review period on a Draft EIR is common practice amongst 
public agencies, and in this agency’s and its consultant’s experience, extending the Draft EIR 
comment period to a period longer than 45 days is fairly atypical and restricted to cases where 
unusual circumstances exist. The County does not consider the holidays as unusual 
circumstances.
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LETTER 42: ALICE JACK 
 
Response to Comment 42-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 43: ALICE JACK 
 
Response to Comment 43-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 44: GRANT KAGETA 
 
Response to Comment 44-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 45: JANET KELLMAN 
 
Response to Comment 45-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for 
the record. Views and recommendations regarding the merits of the project have been considered 
by Placer County staff in developing the staff recommendation, and by the Planning Commission 
and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations and decision-making regarding certification of 
the EIR and potential approval of the proposed project. 
 
Please see Master Response 5 – ZTA. It is also noted that a Reduced Height Alternative was 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, as further discussed in Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives.  
 
Response to Comment 45-2 
Please see Response to Comment 41-12. 
 
Response to Comment 45-3 
Please see Response to Comment 21-3. In addition, the Draft EIR discusses the condition of 
Callison Road between the project entrance and Clark Tunnel Road and notes from the UPRR 
crossing to Clark Tunnel Road, the width of Callison Road ranges from 16 to 20 feet and identifies 
15 mph reversing curves located between the project site and Clark Tunnel Road. This portion of 
Callison Road carries 245 vehicles per day. The Draft EIR’s LTA indicated that one collision was 
reported on Callison Road between January 2017 and December 2021. 
 
This portion of Callison Road would be a secondary route to the site, and Draft EIR Figure 16-3 
indicated that the Project 8 Winery is projected to add 18 daily trips to Callison Road. The small 
traffic volume increase would not have an appreciable effect of safety along this portion of Callison 
Road, and mitigation is not required.   
 
Response to Comment 45-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. It is important to note that the 
Board of Supervisors has not yet made any decision on the proposed project. Subsequent to the 
release of this Final EIR, Placer County planning staff will schedule the project for a hearing before 
the Planning Commission, who will make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors 
regarding the proposed project. The Board of Supervisors, after considering the environmental 
impacts of the proposed project, and the Planning Commission’s recommendation, will vote on 
the project entitlements, including the ZTA request for the increased height. Please see Master 
Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 45-5 
Please see Responses to Comments 45-2 through 45-4.
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LETTER 46: JOSEPH KELLY 
 
Response to Comment 46-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for the 
record. Views and recommendations regarding the merits of the project have been considered by 
Placer County staff in developing the staff recommendation, and by the Planning Commission 
and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations and decision-making regarding certification of 
the EIR and merits of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 46-2 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has 
been noted for the record. Please see Response to Comment 46-1. With respect to project-related 
potential transportation impacts, please see the discussion and analysis under Impact 16-3 in the 
Transportation chapter of the Draft EIR, which starts on page 16-29, and response to Comment 
18-6. Regarding potential noise impacts that could occur as a result of the project, please see 
Responses to Comments 9-21 and 9-22. With respect to potential safety impacts attributable to 
the project, assuming the commenter is referring to traffic safety, please see Responses to 
Comments 20-1 and 27-5. With respect to potential groundwater impacts, please see Response 
to Comment 21-1. 
 
Response to Comment 46-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record. Please see Response to Comment 46-1. In addition, please see Response to 
Comment 10-5, which pertains to the Draft EIR’s analysis of potential impacts to the existing visual 
character or quality of public views of the project site that could occur as a result of the proposed 
project, including the proposed octagon building. 
 
In addition, it should be noted that noise modeling conducted as part of the Environmental Noise 
& Vibration Assessment prepared for the proposed project by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. 
accounted for the topography of the project site, including the position of the proposed octagon 
building and the terrain of the hilltop (see Appendix O of the Draft EIR). Thus, the Draft EIR’s 
analysis of potential increases in noise levels to the existing ambient noise environment that could 
occur as a result of the proposed project is adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 46-4 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives, Master Response 3 – Octagon Building 
and Gravity Processing, and Master Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 46-5 
Please see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act and Master Response 4 – Accessory 
Restaurant. The commenter’s recommendation to deny the requested increase in maximum 
number of attendees from 50 to 75 is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 46-6 
The commenter’s recommendation to deny all requested entitlements (note: no variance is being 
requested) is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.
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LETTER 47: PETER KESSLER 
 
Response to Comment 47-1 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, Environmental Setting: 
 

(a) An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the project. This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline 
physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is 
significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is 
necessary to provide an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project 
and its alternatives. The purpose of this requirement is to give the public and decision 
makers the most accurate and understandable picture practically possible of the 
project's likely near-term and long-term impacts. 
 
(1)  Generally, the lead agency should describe physical environmental conditions as 

they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of 
preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, from 
both a local and regional perspective. Where existing conditions change or 
fluctuate over time, and where necessary to provide the most accurate picture 
practically possible of the project’s impacts, a lead agency may define existing 
conditions by referencing historic conditions, or conditions expected when the 
project becomes operational, or both, that are supported with substantial evidence. 
In addition, a lead agency may also use baselines consisting of both existing 
conditions and projected future conditions that are supported by reliable 
projections based on substantial evidence in the record. 

 
Pursuant to 15125(a), the Draft EIR accurately describes the physical environmental conditions 
in the vicinity of the project as they existed when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published 
for the project. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, an NOP was circulated to 
the public, local, State and federal agencies, and other known interested parties for a 30-day 
public and agency review period on January 13, 2022. It is also important to note that the ongoing 
improvements to the parcel on which the project site is located are allowable under current 
agricultural zoning.  
 
Response to Comment 47-2 
The Antelope Canal is fed by Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) surface water, and therefore, 
would not be impacted by proposed winery operations. The winery operations would utilize the 
applicant’s groundwater well, which has been permitted by the State of California. The potential 
impacts associated with use of this groundwater well were evaluated in the Draft EIR and found 
to be less than significant. Please see Response to Comment 21-1.  
 
Response to Comment 47-3 
Please see Responses to Comments 21-3 and 41-11. 
 
Response to Comment 47-4 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the Draft EIR inadequately analyzed the full 
impact and scope of the project, but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a 
detailed response. 
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The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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LETTER 48: CORD LAMPHERE 
 
Response to Comment 48-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 48-2 
It appears that the commenter is requesting a left-turn be added at the Taylor Road/English 
Colony Way intersection, which would not be warranted due to the relatively low level of turn 
movements at this intersection. However, Mitigation Measure 16-3 on page 16-33 of the Draft EIR 
does require the applicant to install a left-turn lane on Taylor Road at the Callison Road 
intersection to the satisfaction of the Placer County Department of Public Works.  
 
Response to Comment 48-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, the commenter’s 
request for a 35 mph speed limit on Callison Road is noted for the record and has been forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their consideration. Speed Limits on County roads are determined by 
an engineering survey.  Requests for an Engineering and Traffic Survey can be made directly to 
Placer County Department of Public Works.  
 
Response to Comment 48-4 
Please see Responses to Comments 21-3 and 41-11. 
 
Response to Comment 48-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 48-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 48-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 48-8 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.
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LETTER 49: DOUG MCDOUGALL 
 
Response to Comment 49-1 
The commenter expresses concerns regarding the project’s effects to the rural community and 
aesthetic of the area. In Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560, the 
Appellate Court evaluated whether community character is a consideration in CEQA and whether 
changes to community character or social impacts constitute an environmental impact under 
CEQA. The Court determined CEQA does not require an analysis of subjective psychological 
feelings or social impacts. Rather, CEQA’s overriding and primary goal is to protect the physical 
environment. CEQA defines a “significant effect on the environment” as “substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse changes in physical conditions ....” (PRC section 21100. subd. [d]).  
 
With respect to project-related traffic effects, please see Responses to Comments 18-6, 18-11, 
and 20-1. Regarding potential noise impacts attributable to the proposed project, please see 
Response to Comment 9-22. With regard to potential impacts associated with the aquifer, please 
see Response to Comment 21-1. With respect to potential visual impacts associated with the 
proposed octagon building, please see Response to Comment 10-5. Regarding potential impacts 
related to light and glare, please see the discussions and analyses under Impact 4-3, which starts 
on page 4-26 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 49-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 49-3 
The commenter speculates regarding about the applicant’s intention to effectively monitor their 
operations and expresses concerns regarding the County’s ability to implement Code 
enforcement if needed. CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts 
which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not 
constitute substantial evidence.” 
 
With respect to code enforcement concerns, please see Response to Comment 16-17.  
 
Response to Comment 49-4 
Please see Responses to Comments 16-17 and 9-21. 
 
Response to Comment 49-5 
The commenter incorrectly states that the proposed project would require exemptions from 
multiple County ordinances. With the exception of the requested height of the octagon structure, 
the other proposed operational parameters, including maximum number of attendees at one time 
during agricultural promotional events, the accessory restaurant and its proposed hours of 
operations, are allowable under the County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, subject to 
County discretionary review and approval of a CUP. Nevertheless, the comment has been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 50: JUDY MCKEIG 
 
Response to Comment 50-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s 
opposition to the requested entitlements has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration (note that a variance is not being requested). Regarding 
General Plan consistency, please see Response to Comment 9-33.  
 
Response to Comment 50-2 
Please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing, and Master 
Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 50-3 
Please see Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant. The commenter’s opposition to the 
requested CUP for the accessory restaurant has been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 50-4 
Please see Response to Comment 41-3. 
 
Response to Comment 50-5 
As detailed under Impact 16-2 of the Draft EIR on page 16-27, due to the rural nature of the 
project site and Callison Road, the road is not heavily used by pedestrians and/or recreational 
bicyclists. While the possibility remains that future guests and employees of the proposed project 
could choose to ride bicycles to the project site, only one additional daily bicycle trip would be 
reasonably assumed to be added to the area circulation system by commute activity. 
Furthermore, pedestrians and bicyclists currently mix with automobiles traveling on Callison 
Road, which ranges from 16 feet to 24 and does not contain shoulders. Several horizontal curves 
are located along the road. However, at the relatively low traffic volume levels anticipated to be 
generated by the proposed project, conflicts between motor vehicles and pedestrians and 
bicyclists would be unlikely to increase above existing levels (see Table 16-6 and Table 16-8 of 
the Transportation chapter of the Draft EIR). Furthermore, with the presence of bikes lanes on 
Taylor Road, a continuous bicycle network is available in the project vicinity along more heavily 
traveled roads for any bicyclist who travels to the project site. Overall, the proposed project would 
not result in a significant increase in pedestrians and bicyclists on a facility that does not have 
adequate pedestrian and bicycle facilities, such that conflicts would be likely to increase. As such, 
the Draft EIR concludes implementation of the proposed project would not adversely affect 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 
 
As a point of correction, the Draft EIR does not identify a significant impact to transit and public 
transportation (see Draft EIR, pg. 16-28).  
 
Response to Comment 50-6 
Potential impacts to historical resources associated with the proposed project are addressed in 
Chapter 8, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR. As part of the analysis included therein, a Cultural 
Resources Study was prepared by LSA Associates, Inc., and is included as Appendix G to the 
Draft EIR. Based on a literature review conducted as part of the Cultural Resources Study, 
portions of Callison Road were identified as being a potential historic resource (P-31-003277). 
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However, as noted in Impact 8-1 of the Draft EIR, portions of Callison Road within the project site 
are not eligible under the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and California Register of 
Historic Resources (CRHR) criteria.  
 
Roadway improvements coincident with the original alignment of the Lincoln Highway would only 
occur at the intersection of Taylor Road and Callison Road. Specifically, the addition of a left-turn 
lane on eastbound Taylor Road. All construction would occur within the existing right-of-way and 
primarily south of the intersection. Construction of the new turn lane would entail removal of 
surface level material, alteration of striping, modification of the existing shoulders, and repaving. 
Design and construction would be consistent with modern engineering and safety practices. The 
original conveyance of the Lincoln Highway would remain in place within the historical alignment. 
The rural bucolic nature of the surrounding area would not be changed.  
 
Response to Comment 50-7 
Please see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act.
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LETTER 51: WAYNE NADER 
 
Response to Comment 51-1 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. Please see 
Master Response 5 – ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 51-2 
This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; the comment has been further 
discussed in the staff report and provided to decision-makers for their consideration. Please see 
Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing. 
 
Response to Comment 51-3 
The Draft EIR already discloses that the project would be inconsistent with General Plan Policy 
1.O.3(a). Please also see Response to Comment 41-3.  
 
Response to Comment 51-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the record. An 
existing exception in the Placer County Height Limits and Exceptions ordinance allows for a 15 
percent increase in height for mechanical equipment (as well as various other features) which, in 
this case, results in an additional 5.4 ft. The rooftop mechanical equipment for the proposed 
octagon structure would not exceed this limit.  
 
Response to Comment 51-5 
The comment addresses the language in Mitigation Measure 4-2.  Said language is as follows: 
 

• Retention of existing oak woodlands on the slope in front of the octagon building for 
screening purposes. If any of this screening vegetation is damaged during 
construction, replacement landscaping including native, or native-appearing and 
drought-tolerant vegetation; shall be planted to the satisfaction of the Placer County 
Community Development Resource Agency.  

 
The commenter requests that restrictive language be incorporated that at all cost the existing 
trees must be protected.  The County appreciates the request, but believes that the financial cost 
associated with both replacement plantings and PCCP land conversion fees required for impacts 
to oak woodland will sufficiently deter the applicant from removing oak woodland trees. 
 
The commenter also requests substantial penalties be applied for loss of screening vegetation. 
This comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.   
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LETTER 52: PATTY NEIFER 
 
Response to Comment 52-1 
This letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter 29. Please see Response to 29-1. 
 
Response to Comment 52-2 
Please see Response to 29-2. 
 
Response to Comment 52-3 
Please see Response to 29-3. 
 
Response to Comment 52-4 
Please see Response to 29-4. 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-222 

 

53-1 

Letter 53 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-223 

 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-224 

 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-225 

 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-226 

LETTER 53: PATTY NEIFER 
 
Response to Comment 53-1 
While the complete preclusion of bird mortality due to in-flight collisions with the tasting room 
building façade is not feasible, the building designers have given strong consideration to various 
means of mitigation of this risk. As a result, multiple features aimed at minimizing the potential for 
in-flight bird collisions with the building façade have been incorporated. These features include 
but are not limited to:  
 

• Use of low glare glass in glazing units;  
• Downward angled glazing at tasting room level;  

o Angling glass downward toward the ground has been shown to reduce bird mortality 
(American Bird Conservancy, Bird-Friendly Building Design Guide).  

• Articulating shades designed to automatically follow the path of the sun throughout the 
day at tasting room level;  
o Shades in lowered position prevent direct exposure of the glazing to sunlight, thus 

minimizing glare and reflection;  
o Shades in the raised position create a 10-foot min. deep overhang further reducing 

likelihood of bird collisions.  
• Exterior lighting limited to “acceptable” shielded, downward facing fixtures  

o According to Bird-Friendly Building Design Guide,  
 
“There has been a tendency to associate collision events with very tall structures, though 
published reports clearly document impact from light at all levels. Early reports of this 
phenomenon came from lighthouses. Contemporary reports of light-associated circling events 
are common at oceanic drilling rigs, and disoriented birds have been reported at night skiing 
sites. A study in Toronto, using the number of lighted windows on a series of buildings as an 
index of emitted light, found that the amount of light emitted, not the height of the building, was 
the best predictor of bird mortality.” 
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LETTER 54: PATTY NEIFER 
 
Response to Comment 54-1 
The referenced article refers to the use of gravity flow filtration at several different wineries 
throughout the country, and does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
Nonetheless, the commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the 
decision makers for their consideration. In addition, please see Master Response 3 – Octagon 
Building and Gravity Processing.  
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LETTER 55: JANICE AND GREG NELSON 
 
Response to Comment 55-1 
The commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision makers 
for their consideration. Please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity 
Processing. 
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LETTER 56: GAYTAN ORTEGA 
 
Response to Comment 56-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 57: GLEN OSBORN 
 
Response to Comment 57-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.  
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LETTER 58: KEVIN OWENS 
 
Response to Comment 58-1 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has 
been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of 
the proposed project. Please see the below response to the commenter’s more specific concerns. 
 
Response to Comment 58-2 
Impacts related to light and glare are addressed in Chapter 4, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. As 
discussed therein, Mitigation Measure 4-3 would require that the project applicant submit a 
lighting plan for the project to Placer County Planning Services for review and approval, 
demonstrating that proposed lighting is Dark-Sky compliant as specified by the International Dark-
Sky Association. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 4-3, the Draft EIR determined that 
all impacts related to creating a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area would be less-than-significant.  
 
Light from growing/harvesting equipment is unrelated to the proposed project. As stated on page 
5-24 of the Draft EIR, the recently planted vineyards within the greater parcel area, on which the 
project site is located, are not part of the proposed project. As such, the light from 
growing/harvesting activities, should it be required, is outside of the scope of this project and is 
not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR.  
 
Impacts related to noise are addressed in Chapter 14, Noise, of the Draft EIR. As discussed under 
Impact 14-2, combined on-site operational noise associated with project-generated traffic along 
roadways in the project vicinity, parking areas, on-site vehicle circulation, outdoor amplified music 
from the octagon building and warehouse building, outdoor event crowds, an emergency standby 
generator, and agricultural operations would result in noise level increases well below 5.0 decibels 
(dB). Because the calculated combined noise exposure from project on-site operations would 
satisfy applicable Placer County General Plan and Placer County Code noise level standards at 
the nearest existing residential uses and because the combined noise exposure would not 
significantly increase ambient noise levels at those uses, the Draft EIR determined that noise 
generated by all on-site operational activities at existing residences in the project vicinity would 
be less than significant. Similar to light, noise associated with growing/harvesting is outside of the 
scope of the project, and is not required to be analyzed in the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 58-3 
Please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing. Please also note that 
no variances are being requested by the applicant. Please refer to Master Response 5 – ZTA, 
regarding the ZTA being requested. The commenter incorrectly states that the proposed project 
would require multiple variances from County ordinances. With the exception of the requested 
height of the octagon structure, the other proposed operational parameters, including maximum 
number of attendees at one time during agricultural promotional events, the accessory restaurant 
and its proposed hours of operations, are allowable under the County Winery and Farm Brewery 
Ordinance, subject to County discretionary review and approval of a CUP. Nevertheless, the 
comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment 58-4 
Impacts related to groundwater are addressed in Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the Draft EIR. Please also see Response to Comment 21-1. As a result, impacts were determined 
to be less than significant. In addition, impacts related to degrading surface or ground water quality 
during construction and operations are addressed in Impacts 12-1 and 12-2 of the Draft EIR. As 
noted therein, implementation of Mitigation Measures 12-1 and 12-2(a) through 12-2(f) would 
ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Response to Comment 58-5 
Please see Response to Comment 41-12. 
 
Response to Comment 58-6 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR; rather, the code enforcement 
concerns noted by the commenter would be considered as a policy matter, and have been 
addressed through the public hearing process by decision makers. Please see Response to 
Comment 16-17.  
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LETTER 59: GARRETT PATTERSON 
 
Response to Comment 59-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 60: INGRID PHIPPEN 
 
Response to Comment 60-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. Generally, the commenter notes concerns regarding, 
traffic, wildlife, light and noise pollution, aesthetics, and public safety. Potential impacts related to 
such are discussed in Chapter 16, Transportation; Chapter 7, Biological Resources; Chapter 4, 
Aesthetics; and Chapter 14, Noise; and Chapter 15, Public Services and Utilities of the Draft EIR.   
 
The commenter also expresses concerns regarding the project’s effects to the rural community 
and aesthetic of the area. In Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560, the 
Appellate Court evaluated whether community character is a consideration in CEQA and whether 
changes to community character or social impacts constitute an environmental impact under 
CEQA. The Court determined CEQA does not require an analysis of subjective psychological 
feelings or social impacts. Rather, CEQA’s overriding and primary goal is to protect the physical 
environment. CEQA defines a “significant effect on the environment” as “substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse changes in physical conditions ....” (PRC section 21100. subd. [d]).  
 
Response to Comment 60-2 
The scope of an EIR is limited to a local agency’s evaluation of potentially significant 
environmental impacts of a project, which by definition are limited to physical conditions, rather 
than social or economic conditions. (Pub. Res. Code § 21060.5; CEQA Guidelines § 15360.) The 
analysis of social or economic impacts unrelated to a physical change is not included within an 
EIR because such potential impacts are not considered to be effects on the environment. (CEQA 
Guidelines §§ 15064(e), 15131(a), 15358(b), 15382.) Therefore, potential social or economic 
impacts that do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, are 
not substantial evidence of a significant environmental effect. (Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e)(2); 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(6).) As such, comments concerning potential social or economic 
effects of the project, when not contributing to, or when not caused by, a physical change to the 
environment, need not be analyzed or addressed further in this EIR. 
 
The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 60-3 
Please see Response to Comment 60-1 and Master Response 3– Octagon Building and Gravity 
Processing. 
 
Response to Comment 60-4 
The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. Impacts related to degrading the existing visual character or quality of public views 
of the site and its surroundings are discussed in Chapter 4, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. As noted 
under Impact 4-2, the Draft EIR included Mitigation Measure 4-2, which would require submittal 
of a final landscaping plan help to further screen public views of the project site. However, the 
Draft EIR concluded that a significant and unavoidable impact would occur as development of the 
proposed octagon would still substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public 
views of the site and its surroundings. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, if the 
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specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or 
statewide environmental benefits, of a proposal project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable." As 
such, the County would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to address 
the aforementioned significant and unavoidable impact. 
 
Response to Comment 60-5 
Please see Response to Comment 53-1.  

Response to Comment 60-6 
The Draft EIR includes analysis of all special-status wildlife species that could be potentially 
impacted by the proposed project, as required by the CEQA Guidelines. As detailed on page 7-8 
of the Draft EIR, special-status wildlife species may meet one or more of the following criteria: 
 

• Wildlife listed as threatened or endangered, or proposed as candidates for listing by the 
United State Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) under the FESA (50 CFR 17.11 for listed wildlife and various notices in the 
Federal Register for proposed species); 

• Wildlife listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened and 
endangered under the CESA (14 CCR 670.5); 

• Wildlife that meets the definitions of rare or endangered species under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15380; 

• Wildlife Species of Special Concern to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW); 

• Wildlife species that are fully protected in California (California Fish and Game Code 
[CFGC], Sections 3511 [birds], 4700 [mammals], and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]); 
and/or 

• Covered species under the Placer County Conservation Program (PCCP).  
 
The wildlife species identified in the Draft EIR as being potentially impacted by the proposed 
project are only those that meet one or more criteria for special status and were either identified 
within the Biological Resources Assessment as being on-site or having habitat on-site to 
accommodate their presence. With regard to impacts associated with white-tailed kite, the Draft 
EIR includes Mitigation Measure 7-2, which requires that, if vegetation removal and grading 
activities must occur during the nesting season (February 1 to August 31), a preconstruction 
nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist on the project site and within a 500-
foot radius of proposed construction areas to ensure that impacts to nesting birds and raptors do 
not occur. Therefore, the discussions and analyses in Chapter 7, Biological Resources, of the 
Draft EIR are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 60-7 
Safety relating to pedestrians and bicyclists is discussed in the Draft EIR beginning on page 16-
27, and additional information relating to collision history on study area roads is provided in the 
supporting LTA.        
 
As noted in Draft EIR page 16-18, the proposed project would not physically disrupt an existing 
pedestrian facility, nor interfere with implementation of any planned pedestrian facility. Because 
the volume of traffic added by the Project 8 Winery is comparatively low, the project would not 
result in an increased number of vehicles and/or pedestrians on a facility that does not have 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-254 

adequate pedestrian facilities, such that conflicts between pedestrians and other travel modes 
would likely increase. As such, implementation of the proposed project would not adversely affect 
pedestrian facilities. 
 
As noted, beginning on Draft EIR page 16-29, the Project Winery 8 will improve roughly 500 feet 
of Callison Road at the project entrance to provide standard Placer County improvements that 
are consistent with the nature of the project and Placer County standard plans.  The improvements 
include 12-foot travel lanes and paved shoulder and intersection approach tapers that are 
consistent with the County’s design Plate 116. 
 
With respect to wildlife, CEQA appropriately focuses on special-status species (Appendix G, 
Section IV(a)) and the project’s potential effects to said species. The types of special-status 
species that the Draft EIR identified as potentially occurring in the area would not be adversely 
affected by vehicle traffic (i.e., birds). 
 
In addition, impacts related to substantially increasing hazards to vehicle safety due to a 
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment) were discussed under Impact 16-3. The Draft EIR concluded that with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 16-3, which would require the construction of a left-turn 
lane on Taylor Road at the Callison Road intersection to the satisfaction of the Placer County 
Department of Public Works, impacts would be less than significant.  
 
The commenter's concerns are noted for the record and have been forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration. 
 
Response to Comment 60-8 
Impacts related to groundwater are addressed in Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the Draft EIR. As discussed under Impact 12-3, the use of Public Well 20-2 for the project 
operations would not have any adverse effects on the wells of neighboring property owners. As a 
result, impacts were determined to be less than significant. Please also see Response to 
Comment 21-1.  
 
Response to Comment 60-9 
Please see Response to Comment 10-7. 
 
Response to Comment 60-10 
Impacts related to noise are addressed in Chapter 14, Noise, of the Draft EIR. The Noise chapter 
is primarily based on the Environmental Noise & Vibration Assessment (Noise Assessment) 
prepared for the proposed project by Bollard Acoustical Consultants, Inc. As discussed under 
Impact 14-2, combined on-site operational noise associated with project-generated traffic along 
roadways in the project vicinity, parking areas, on-site vehicle circulation, outdoor amplified music 
from the octagon building and warehouse building, outdoor event crowds, an emergency standby 
generator, and agricultural operations would result in noise level increases well below 5.0 dB. 
Because the calculated combined noise exposure from project on-site operations would satisfy 
applicable Placer County General Plan and Placer County Code noise level standards at the 
nearest existing residential uses and because the combined noise exposure would not 
significantly increase ambient noise levels at those uses, the Draft EIR determined that noise 
generated by all on-site operational activities at existing residences in the project vicinity would 
be less than significant.  
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Noise from growing/harvesting equipment is unrelated to the proposed project. As stated on page 
5-24 of the Draft EIR, the recently planted vineyards within the greater parcel area, on which the 
project site is located, are not part of the proposed project. As such, the noise from 
growing/harvesting activities is outside of the scope of this project and is not required to be 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 60-11 
Truck traffic associated with hauling grapes to the proposed winery is also evaluated in Chapter 
16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR (see Table 16-5). Please also see Response to Comment 39-
2. The comment is otherwise a closing statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
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LETTER 61: ALDO PINESCHI 
 
Response to Comment 61-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 62: ALDO PINESCHI 
 
Response to Comment 62-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
  



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-260 

 
  

63-1 

Letter 63 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-261 

LETTER 63: BRUCE RICHIE 
 
Response to Comment 63-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 64: BOB ROMNESS 
 
Response to Comment 64-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 65: AARON RUDOLPH 
 
Response to Comment 65-1 
The proposed project’s consistency with Placer County General Plan policies is discussed on 
page 13-9 and within Table 13-1 beginning on page 13-14 of the Draft EIR. For further detail 
regarding General Plan consistency, please see Response to Comment 9-33.  
 
In addition, please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing and 
Master Response 5 - ZTA, as well as Response to Comment 57-6 regarding the County’s 
enforcement of existing standards and regulations included in the Placer County Code.  
 
Response to Comment 65-2 
As discussed in the Draft EIR, significant and unavoidable impacts would occur related to 
substantially degrading the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings (public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point) 
or, in an urbanized area, conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality, long-term changes in visual character associated with cumulative development of the 
proposed project in combination with future buildout of Placer County, and resulting in VMT which 
exceeds an applicable threshold of significance, except as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3, subdivision (b). According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, if the specific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental 
benefits, of a proposal project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the 
adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable." As such, the County would be 
required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to address the aforementioned 
significant and unavoidable impact. All other impacts were determined to be less-than-significant 
or less-than-significant with the implementation of mitigation measures included within the Draft 
EIR.  
 
In addition, please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing. 
 
Furthermore, while the commenter states that the proposed project would result in an unmitigable 
impact related to fire safety, as discussed in Chapter 18, Wildfire, of the Draft EIR, with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 18-2, all impacts related to wildfire would be considered 
less than significant or less than significant with mitigation. Chapter 15, Public Services and 
Utilities also includes an analysis of whether the proposed project would result in significant 
impacts associated with an increased demand on fire protection services. As discussed therein, 
the Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the commenter’s 
statement is incorrect.  
 
The commenter also incorrectly states that the proposed project would result in an unmitigable 
impact related to noise. As discussed in Chapter 14, Noise, of the Draft EIR, based upon a project-
specific noise analysis, which accounted for on-site topography and all proposed operational 
noise sources associated with the project, predicted noise levels would not exceed the County’s 
applicable noise thresholds. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-significant noise 
impact.  
 
Nonetheless, the commenter's concerns are noted for the record and have been forwarded to the 
decision-makers for their consideration. 
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Response to Comment 65-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 65-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.   
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LETTER 66: GAYLE RUSSELL 
 
Response to Comment 66-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 66-2 
Please see Response to Comment 21-4 as it relates to the project access being located off Taylor 
Road instead of Callison Road. Please see Response to Comment 50-5 as it relates to pedestrian 
and bicycle use.  
 
Response to Comment 66-3 
Potential impacts to nesting birds and raptors are assessed within Chapter 7, Biological 
Resources, of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, implementation of Mitigation Measure 7-3, which 
would require a preconstruction nesting bird survey be conducted by a qualified biologist on the 
project site and within a 500-foot radius of proposed construction areas if vegetation removal and 
grading activities must occur during the nesting season, would ensure impacts to nesting birds 
and raptors would be less than significant.  
 
Response to Comment 66-4 
Please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing and Master Response 
5 – ZTA. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as 
part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 66-5 
Please see Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant. With regard to the approval of a CUP 
and the hours of operation for the proposed project, the County, as the lead agency, has the ability 
to approve the project, deny it, or approve it with conditions. As the lead agency the County is 
required to consider the information in the Draft EIR along with any other available information in 
deciding whether to approve the application.  
 
Response to Comment 66-6 
Please see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act. 
 
Response to Comment 66-7 
According to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), an EIR must include a description of the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project at the time the environmental 
analysis commences (e.g., for an EIR, the Guidelines describe this as publication of the Notice of 
Preparation [NOP]). Therefore, the baseline environmental conditions of the project site include 
past site disturbance, which was allowed within the project site at the time that grading activities 
occurred. As a result, the discussions and analyses in the Draft EIR regarding biological 
resources, cultural resources, and drainage are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 66-8 
Please see Response to Comment 59-8. 
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Response to Comment 66-9 
Please see Response to Comment 57-5. 
 
Response to Comment 66-10 
Please see Response to Comment 59-10. 
 
Response to Comment 66-11 
Please see Response to Comment 59-10. 
 
Response to Comment 66-12 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 67: ANAIRIS SANDOVAL 
 
Response to Comment 67-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 68: ANAIRIS SANDOVAL 
 
Response to Comment 68-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 69: JUSTIN SIMARRO 
 
Response to Comment 69-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 70: NICK SORENSON 
 
Response to Comment 70-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 71: SUE STACK 
 
Response to Comment 71-1 
With regard to the approval of a CUP for the proposed project, the County, as the lead agency, 
has the ability to approve the project, deny it, or approve it with conditions. As the lead agency 
the County is required to consider the information in the Draft EIR along with any other available 
information in deciding whether to approve the application. Impacts associated with traffic 
generated by the proposed project are discussed in Chapter 16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR.  
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LETTER 72: SUE STACK 
 
Response to Comment 72-1 
Please see Master Response 5 - ZTA.  

  



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-283 

 
 
 

73-1 

73-2 

73-3 

73-4 

73-5 

73-6 

73-7 

Letter 73 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-284 

 
 
 

73-8 

73-9 

73-10 

73-11 

73-12 

73-13 

73-14 

73-15 

73-16 

73-17 

73-18 

73-19 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-285 

 
  

73-19 cont. 

73-20 



 Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-286 

LETTER 73: SUE STACK 
 
Response to Comment 73-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 73-2 
As discussed in the Draft EIR, and noted by the commenter, significant and unavoidable impacts 
would occur related to aesthetics. Specifically, the proposed project would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to substantially degrading the existing visual character or quality of 
public views of the site and its surroundings (public views are those that are experienced from 
publicly accessible vantage point) or, in an urbanized area, conflicting with applicable zoning and 
other regulations governing scenic quality, and long-term changes in visual character associated 
with cumulative development of the proposed project in combination with future buildout of Placer 
County. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, if the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a 
proposal project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse 
environmental effects may be considered "acceptable." As such, the County would be required to 
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to address the aforementioned significant and 
unavoidable impact. 
 
Response to Comment 73-3 
Please see Master Response 1 related to the project alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 73-4 
The commenter is expressing an opinion regarding the use of the word high-end to describe the 
proposed project. The environmental review process provides an impartial evaluation of the 
environmental impacts should the Project be implemented, and the use of the word high-end in 
the project description does not affect the environmental analysis included within the Draft EIR.  

Moreover, much of this comment pertains to speculative scenarios in which visitors of the 
proposed project drop in without a reservation to the proposed restaurant. CEQA does not require 
the analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 
inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused 
by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” Impacts related 
to Air Quality are addressed in Chapter 6, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and 
impacts related to traffic are addressed in Chapter 16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment 73-5 
The ability for a solar-operated pump filtration system to run efficiently on-site is speculative. As 
discussed above, CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. Chapter 9, Energy, 
of the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the proposed project’s energy use during operations. As 
discussed therein, the proposed project would not result in potentially significant environmental 
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during 
project operations. Thus, the impact was determined to be less than significant. 
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Response to Comment 73-6 
The term “associated facilities” was used on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR in reference to the proposed 
project components, which were described in the sections following the reference. Associated 
facilities refer to the on-site facilities proposed to facilitate operations of the proposed project such 
as the gate house, utility pad, and parking areas on-site, which are all described in detail in the 
project description and evaluated throughout the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 73-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 73-8 
As stated on page 14-37, and shown in Figure 14-7, of the Draft EIR, the potential noise effects 
from use of the outdoor terraces adjacent to the octagon building and processing/warehouse 
building were evaluated in the Draft EIR and found to be less-than-significant (Draft EIR, pg. 14-
54).  
 
Response to Comment 73-9 
The comment does not specifically address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, the 
commenter’s concerns have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision makers for 
their consideration. The County, as the lead agency, has the ability to approve the project, deny 
it, or approve it with conditions. As the lead agency the County is required to consider the 
information in the Draft EIR along with any other available information in deciding whether to 
approve the application. Impacts associated with aesthetics are discussed in Chapter 4, 
Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. In addition, please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and 
Gravity Processing. 
 
Response to Comment 73-10 
The word occasionally is used to express the infrequent or irregular intervals at which operational 
activities would occur. With regard to the occasional special events referenced on page 3-12, 
further detail of the frequency of the events is provided on page 3-13, which states the following: 
 

Special Events, as defined by the Placer County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, 
include greater than 50 people at one time, excluding staff and tasting room patrons and 
not defined as an Agricultural Promotional Event pursuant to Section 17.56.330(D)(4)(a). 
Pursuant to Table 3 of the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, Special Events are 
allowed by right, but limited to a maximum of 12 per year. A maximum of 200 people at 
one time are allowed at Special Events. The proposed project would comply with the 
requirements included in Table 3 of the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance. 

 
The term “occasionally” is also used in reference to the occurrence of amplified music/speech in 
the outdoor terrace areas of the project. This use of the term is appropriate as not all events will 
include amplified music and/or speech, nor does the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance require 
restriction of such activities during events. As stated on page 14-37, and shown in Figure 14-7, of 
the Draft EIR, the potential noise effects from use of the outdoor terraces adjacent to the octagon 
building and processing/warehouse building were evaluated in the Draft EIR and found to be less-
than-significant (Draft EIR, pg. 14-54). 
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Response to Comment 73-11 
As discussed on page 13-7 of the Draft EIR, consistent with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
and Placer County’s Environmental Checklist, a significant impact would occur if the proposed 
project would cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect or 
result in the development of incompatible uses and/or the creation of land use conflicts. All 
impacts related to such were determined to be less than significant. In addition, this comment 
pertains to speculative scenarios in which the proposed winery goes bankrupt and the land is 
determined to be unfit for farming. CEQA does not require the analysis of speculative impacts. 
Further discussion of impacts to farmland are included in Chapter 5, Agricultural Resources, of 
the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 73-12 
The Draft EIR transportation Impact Analysis identified the Lincoln area as one origin for guest 
trips. Draft EIR Figure 16-3 indicated that 18 daily trips would be added to Callison Road, west of 
the project access, as a result of the project. 
 
Response to Comment 73-13 
The Draft EIR indicates that the speed limit on Taylor Road is 50 mph east of the Town of Loomis 
limits and 40 mph through Newcastle.  This is incorrect, as the speed limit is 40 mph inside of the 
Loomis Town limits, 45 mph from Loomis to the Portuguese Hall in Newcastle and 35 mph from 
that point east through Newcastle.  This correction does not affect the Draft EIR TIA nor the 
supporting LTA, and page 16-2 of the Draft EIR has been revised accordingly, as noted below. 
 

Taylor Road is generally a two-lane road. In the project vicinity, Taylor Road has 
one travel lane in each direction and separated turn lanes at most major 
intersections. On-street parking is prohibited in the general area of the project site 
in Placer County. The posted speed limit on Taylor Road is 50 miles per hour (mph) 
in the project vicinity east of the Town of Loomis and declines to 35 mph through 
Newcastle.  40 mph inside of the Loomis Town limits, 45 mph from Loomis to the 
Portuguese Hall in Newcastle, and 35 mph from that point east through Newcastle.    
Weekday daily traffic counts conducted in 2022 for the Transportation Impact 
Analysis indicate that Taylor Road carries 5,324 vehicles per day in the area from 
English Colony Way to Callison Road and 4,655 vehicles per day from Callison 
Road to Newcastle. Taylor Road links the project area to other streets of regional 
importance by way of the intersections discussed below. 
 

The Draft EIR transportation analysis considers traffic operations on the area circulation system 
under “normal” conditions. Intersection and roadway LOS analysis is not required pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a) because congestion and intersection operations no longer 
constitute a transportation impact under CEQA. Placer County staff will separately review LOS 
for the project’s consistency with General Plan policies based on the LTA performed for the project 
by KD Anderson & Associates, which assessed the Old State Highway/Taylor Road intersection.  
This intersection is discussed in Section 16 (p. 16.5) of the EIR and is identified as Intersection 5 
in the figures/tables/diagrams. It is recognized that visitors may choose alternative routes under 
some circumstances. Additional analysis is not required.  The comment has been noted for the 
record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment 73-14 
Sunday background traffic conditions were not assessed because background traffic volumes are 
typically lower on Sundays than on Saturdays. The project description suggests no change to 
operating assumptions between Saturday and Sunday, and the Project 8 Winery’s Sunday trip 
generation would be similar to or less than that occurring on Saturdays. Thus, the VMT analysis 
which applies Saturday trip generation assumptions to Sunday presents a “worst case” condition, 
and specific Sunday analysis was not required.    
 
Response to Comment 73-15 
The comment expresses a general opinion that motorcycle club excursions need to be addressed, 
but does not provide substantial evidence of the likelihood that motorcycle club excursions would 
frequent the proposed project. Analysis of speculative impacts is not required pursuant to CEQA 
(Section 15145).  
 
Response to Comment 73-16 
The text in question refers to Table 5 of the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), which was 
included as Table 16-7 within the Draft EIR. The table identifies the annual weighted average 
daily and peak hour trip generation associated with the events anticipated at the Project 8 Winery. 
Preliminary versions of Table 5/Table 16-7 included within the TIA/Draft EIR had also included 
similar information from the Winery and Farm Brewery ZTA EIR in redline form, for comparison 
purposes. The redline information was removed from the final TIA, and, for consistency, that text 
has been deleted from page 16-19 of the Draft EIR, as shown below.  
 

With respect to trips associated with the proposed events, the Transportation 
Impact Analysis notes that the calculation of such trips includes a derivation of 
weighted average as a redline to the assumptions contained in the WFB Zoning 
Amendment EIR. As detailed in Table 16-7, the Transportation Impact Analysis 
determined that the overall weighted average trips from primary events associated 
with project operation (i.e., regular agricultural promo events, rolling agricultural 
promo events, and special events), in combination with the average rate of 
secondary regular agricultural events, would result in 140 average daily trips on 
both weekdays and Saturdays, with the PM peak hour on weekdays and the 
afternoon peak hour on Saturdays each resulting in 40 trips. 

 
The above minor changes are for clarification purposes and do not affect the adequacy of the 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 73-17 
Vehicle emissions were considered in the modeling conducted as part of the analysis included in 
Chapter 6, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR. As discussed on page 
6-33, KD Anderson & Associates provided project-specific trip generation rates and VMT, which 
were applied to the project modeling. In addition, as presented in Table 6-11 of the Draft EIR, the 
proposed project was determined to result in 282.64 metric tons of CO2 equivalents (MTCO2e) 
from mobile sources. Therefore, the discussions and analyses in Chapter 6, Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR are adequate. 
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Response to Comment 73-18 
The Draft EIR did not identify traffic problems from the proposed project’s operations that would 
require an analysis of the California Highway Patrol’s staffing. For example, please see 
Responses to Comments 27-5, demonstrating the limited potential for additional collisions to 
occur from project traffic. Further, agency staffing needs is not a CEQA issue. The approach to 
analyzing a project’s impacts on law enforcement services, pursuant to CEQA, is often 
misunderstood. Industry practice has often focused on any type of demand upon a law 
enforcement agency (or for fire, a fire department) that may be generated by a project, such as 
an increased need for staffing, or the need for new equipment. These are important 
considerations, but they are not CEQA considerations per se. This important point can be seen 
by a careful reading of the language in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (Section XV. Public 
Services). The language focuses on whether a project’s increase in demand is such that a law 
enforcement provider would need to build new or expand existing governmental facilities in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives. The 
reason for this focus is that building new facilities, or expanding existing facilities, requires 
construction activities and disturbance of the physical environment, which is the focus of CEQA.  
 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15002(g), a significant effect on the environment is 
defined as a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area affected 
by the proposed project. “Environment” means the physical conditions that exist within the area 
which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 
noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance (PRC Section 21060.5). 
 
The courts have affirmed this understanding. In the case City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of 
the California State University, the First District Court of Appeal affirmed that the focus of CEQA 
analysis should be limited to physical environmental impacts related to a project.2 The court held 
that, “The need for additional fire protection services is not an environmental impact that CEQA 
requires a Project Proponent to mitigate.” 
 
Response to Comment 73-19 
Please see Response to Comment 73-18. It is also noted that this comment involves a certain 
amount of speculation concerning driving drunk and accidents. CEQA does not require the 
analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 
inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused 
by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.” 
 
As discussed on page 15-20 of the Draft EIR, a will-serve letter has been provided to the County, 
confirming that the PFPD and NFPD would provide fire protection services to the project. In 
addition, Placer Hills Fire Protection District, through a mutual aid agreement with PFPD and 
NFPD, would assist in providing fire protection services to the project site, if needed.  
 
Response to Comment 73-20 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s opposition to 
the proposed project has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part 
of their consideration of the proposed project.  

 
2 First District Court of Appeal. City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State University. 
(November 30, 2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 833. 
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LETTER 74: CLAUDIA AND JERRY STARKEY 
 
Response to Comment 74-1 
The comment is an introductory statement and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 74-2 
Please see Response to Comment 60-7. 
 
Response to Comment 74-3 
Please see Response to Comment 21-4. 
 
Response to Comment 74-4 
Please see Response to Comment 21-1. 
 
Response to Comment 74-5 
Please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity Processing and Master Response 
5 - ZTA.  
 
Response to Comment 74-6 
Please see Responses to Comments 9-33 and 41-3. The commenter’s concerns have been noted 
for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 75: MICHAEL SUTTON 
 
Response to Comment 75-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. It is also noted that this comment 
involves a certain amount of speculation concerning driving drunk. CEQA does not require the 
analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 
inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused 
by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.”  Nevertheless, 
the County appreciate the commenter’s concerns, which have been noted for the record and 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
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LETTER 76: LEANNA SWEETERS 
 
Response to Comment 76-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 77: JOSEPH VALENCIA 
 
Response to Comment 77-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 78: PAULA VALENCIA 
 
Response to Comment 78-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 79: LULU VASQUEZ 
 
Response to Comment 79-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 80: LULU VASQUEZ 
 
Response to Comment 80-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 81: LULU VASQUEZ 
 
Response to Comment 81-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 82: LULU VASQUEZ 
 
Response to Comment 82-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 83: SCOTT VAUGHN 
 
Response to Comment 83-1 
CEQA does not require that alternatives be limited to what would be compliant with the 
jurisdiction’s plans and ordinances. Like a proposed project, alternatives can require discretionary 
approvals from lead agencies. CEQA establishes certain requirements for alternatives, such as 
the need to avoid or substantially lessen any of the proposed project’s environmental impacts, 
but consistency with adopted plans and ordinance is not among the specified requirements.  
 
Response to Comment 83-2 
Please see Response to Comment 83-1 and Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 83-3 
The proposed operational parameters identified by the commenter, including maximum number 
of attendees at one time during agricultural promotional events, the accessory restaurant and its 
proposed hours of operations, are allowable under the County Winery and Farm Brewery 
Ordinance, subject to County discretionary review and approval of a CUP. Thus, these operational 
parameters are not in conflict with the General Plan and the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance.  
 
The commenter incorrectly states that the “proposed alternative” and the “reduced height 
alternatives” are requesting a land use not allowed in residential and farm zoned districts. Please 
refer to Impact 5-2 of the Draft EIR, starting on page 5-19, for a discussion of the project’s 
consistency with existing zoning for agricultural use. This discussion also applies to the reduced 
height alternative.  
 
Response to Comment 83-4 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives, Master Response 2 - Williamson Act 
Contract, and Master Response 5 - ZTA. The commenter’s concerns are noted for the record and 
have been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  
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LETTER 84: TONY VITALIE 
 
Response to Comment 84-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 85: RON VOLLE 
 
Response to Comment 85-1 
Please see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act, Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and 
Gravity Processing, and Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 85-2 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. It is noted, however, that 
not all grapes will be trucked to the site. The project applicant owns existing vineyards that are 
located adjacent to the 18-acre project site. In addition, the total acreage will also continue to 
increase as additional areas are made ready for planting in the coming seasons.  
 
Regarding Taylor Road, as stated on Page 16-2 of the Draft EIR: Taylor Road is generally a two-
lane road. In the project vicinity, Taylor Road has one travel lane in each direction and separated 
turn lanes at most major intersections”.  It should also be noted that the Draft EIR requires 
(Mitigation Measure 16-3) the applicant to install a left-turn lane at the Taylor Road/Callison Road 
intersection to facilitate safe movements at the intersection.  
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 85-3 
The ability to make the requisite CUP findings for the proposed project is a policy consideration 
within the purview of the Placer County decision-makers and is outside the scope of the Draft 
EIR. Staff’s analysis of the CUP findings has been provided in the staff report to the 
decisionmakers.  
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LETTER 86: ELLIE WALLER 
 
Response to Comment 86-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the record. 
 
Response to Comment 86-2 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the record. Please 
see Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 86-3 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the record. Please 
see Master Response 3 - Octagon Building and Gravity Processing, and Master Response 5 - 
ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 86-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the record. Please 
see Master Response 3 - Octagon Building and Gravity Processing, and Master Response 5 - 
ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 86-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the record. Please 
see Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 86-6 
The comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration. Impacts related to degrading the existing visual character or quality of public views 
of the site and its surroundings are discussed in Chapter 4, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. As noted 
under Impact 4-2, the Draft EIR included Mitigation Measure 4-2, which would require submittal 
of a final landscaping plan to help further screen public views of the project site. However, the 
Draft EIR concluded that a significant and unavoidable impact would occur as development of the 
proposed octagon would still substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public 
views of the site and its surroundings. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, if the 
specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or 
statewide environmental benefits, of a proposal project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered "acceptable." As 
such, the County would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations to address 
the aforementioned significant and unavoidable impact. 
 
Response to Comment 86-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. It is noted that a Reduced Height Alternative was evaluated in the Draft EIR. Please see 
Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives.  
 
Response to Comment 86-8 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.  
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Response to Comment 86-9 
Please see Response to Comment 86-7.  
 
Response to Comment 86-10 
As discussed on page 4-16 of the Draft EIR, given that the existing development in the immediate 
vicinity of the site is primarily rural in nature, the analysis within Chapter 4 considered the project 
area to be non-urbanized. Therefore, Impact 4-2 of the Draft EIR includes an analysis of the 
potential for the proposed project to substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of public views of the site and its surroundings. Photo simulations were prepared by 19six 
Architects and show existing versus post project conditions of the project site from multiple 
vantage points, as shown in Figure 4-6 through Figure 4-9 of the Draft EIR, including changes to 
the visual character of the surrounding area due to the octagon building and other site 
improvements, including landscaping. In addition, the Draft EIR included Mitigation Measure 4-2, 
which would require submittal of a final landscaping plan to help further screen public views of 
the project site.  
 
Regarding impacts related to light and glare, please see Response to Comment 10-7.  
 
Response to Comment 86-11 
As discussed on page 16-27 of the Draft EIR, based on the rural location of the project site, the 
proposed project is unlikely to generate appreciable pedestrian or bicycle activity, and overall is 
estimated to generate a maximum of one daily pedestrian and one daily bicycle trip. As such, the 
proposed project does not include the development of sidewalks or bicycle lanes along the 
roadways in the project vicinity. 
 
Response to Comment 86-12 
As discussed in Chapter 7, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, 4.2 acres of blue oak woodland 
and interior live oak woodland, as well as 1.7 acres of annual brome grassland, are anticipated to 
be directly impacted by the proposed project. In addition, as noted on page 7-50 of Chapter 7 of 
the Draft EIR:  
 

Of the 331 protected trees present within the project site, a total of 215 protected trees that 
have a combined DBH of 3,136 inches would be impacted by the project. The remaining 
116 protected trees would not be impacted by the project. Of the 215 protected trees to be 
impacted, 165 have major or extreme structural and/or health problems. The remaining 50 
protected trees are in fair or good condition and total 668 inches DBH. Of the 50 protected 
trees, four are greater than 24 inches in diameter and are considered “significant trees” to 
be removed. The significant trees to be removed include tree 6963, a 26-inch DBH interior 
live oak, tree 9354, a 31- inch DBH blue oak, tree 6964, a 27-inch DBH California black 
oak, and tree 5218, a 24-inch blue oak. 

 
It is important to note that Mitigation Measure 4-2 of the Draft EIR requires submittal of a final 
landscaping plan. Among the performance standards in the mitigation is the following:  
 

• Retention of existing oak woodlands on the slope in front of the octagon building for 
screening purposes. If any of this screening vegetation is damaged during 
construction, replacement landscaping including native, or native-appearing and 
drought-tolerant vegetation; shall be planted to the satisfaction of the Placer County 
Community Development Resource Agency.  
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Therefore, while oak woodland vegetation will be removed during construction, the Draft EIR 
requires retention of screening vegetation, that if damaged, must be replaced to the satisfaction 
of the County.  
 
Nevertheless, as noted in Response to Comment 86-6, the project’s aesthetic impact has been 
deemed significant and unavoidable.  
 
Response to Comment 86-13 
The County appreciates the commenter’s concerns regarding private views, which are noted for 
the record and have been provided to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
Notwithstanding, CEQA (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) case law has 
established that only public views, not private views, are protected under CEQA. For example, in 
Association for Protection etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 720 [3 Cal. Rptr.2d 
488] the court determined that “we must differentiate between adverse impacts upon particular 
persons and adverse impacts upon the environment of persons in general. As recognized by the 
court in Topanga Beach Renters Assn. v. Department of General Services (1976) 58 Cal.App.3d 
188 [129 Cal.Rptr. 739]: ‘[A]ll government activity has some direct or indirect adverse effect on 
some persons. The issue is not whether [the project] will adversely affect particular persons but 
whether [the project] will adversely affect the environment of persons in general.’” Such a 
conclusion is consistent with the thresholds of significance established in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines. As such, the discussions and analyses in Chapter 4, Aesthetics, of the Draft 
EIR regarding public views are adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 86-14 
Please see Response to Comment 86-6. 
 
Response to Comment 86-15 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project.  
 
Response to Comment 86-16 
The commenter is correct in that landscaping could take multiple years to mature. However, 
screening from mature vegetation was not used as evidence to conclude a less-than-significant 
impact. Rather, the Draft EIR concluded that the proposed project would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact related to substantially degrading the existing visual character or quality of 
public views of the site and its surroundings. 
 
Response to Comment 86-17 
Please see Response to Comment 10-7.  
 
Response to Comment 86-18 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. It is noted that a Reduced Height Alternative was evaluated 
in the Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives. Please also see Master 
Response 5 – ZTA.  
 
Response to Comment 86-19 
Please see Master Response 1 - Project Alternatives.  
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Response to Comment 86-20 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. The Reduced Height Alternative includes an allowable unoccupied agricultural 
structure to achieve the necessary height for gravity filtration.  
 
Response to Comment 86-21 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been 
noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the 
proposed project. Please see Master Response 1 - Project Alternatives. 
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LETTER 87: ISAIAH WALTON 
 
Response to Comment 87-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 88: LESLIE WARREN 
 
Response to Comment 88-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Photo simulations were prepared 
by 19six Architects and show existing versus post project conditions of the project site from 
multiple vantage points, as shown in Figure 4-6 through Figure 4-9 of the Draft EIR, including 
changes to the visual character of the surrounding area due to the octagon building. Nevertheless, 
the comment is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 88-2 
Please see Response to Comment 10-7 regarding light and Response to Comment 27-6 
regarding how the noise modeling accounted for on-site topography.  
 
Response to Comment 88-3 
Please see Response to Comment 53-1. 
 
Response to Comment 88-4 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the record. 
Nonetheless, it should be noted that according to Section 17.04.030 of the Placer County Code, 
a sign is defined as any visual device or representation designed or used for communicating a 
message, or identifying or attracting attention to a premise, product, service, person, organization, 
business or event, not including such devices visible only from within a building. Figure 17.04.030-
8 of the Placer County Code presents various types of signs. The proposed octagon building does 
not meet the County’s definition of a sign, and therefore, does not need to comply with the 
requirements of the County’s Sign Ordinance.  
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LETTER 89: RANDY WATANABE 
 
Response to Comment 89-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 90: MARK WESTBERG 
 
Response to Comment 90-1 
Please see Response to Comment 58-2 regarding light and noise impacts. The comment is noted 
for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  
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LETTER 91: GABRIELE WINDGASSE 
 
Response to Comment 91-1 
Please see Response to Comment 51-4. 
 
Response to Comment 91-2 
Please see Response to Comment 10-5. 
 
Response to Comment 91-3 
The soil sample referenced in this comment with a detected arsenic concentration of 32.5 mg/kg 
is designated as sample B14. This level of detected concentration of arsenic in sample exceeds 
the DTSC Guidance background concentration for arsenic of 12 mg/kg however, sample B14 was 
located in a cut area where approximately 20 feet of soil had been removed from the grade of the 
former orchard; therefore, the detected concentration of arsenic in B14 is likely representative of 
natural occurring arsenic concentrations present at deeper depths beneath the site and not 
indicative of shallow soil impacts from former orchard operations. The cut area where sample B14 
was collected will be capped with a concrete foundation as part of development activities, which 
will make exposure pathways to the arsenic detected in sample B14 incomplete.  
 
An additional sample (1B14) was also collected to the northeast of B14 and the cut area in order 
to obtain a representative sample of shallow soils present during the former orchard operations 
in this area of the site. Sample 1B14 did not contain arsenic at a concentration above the 
laboratory reporting limit (RL). Therefore, based on the soil sample analytical results, there does 
not appear to be significant arsenic in shallow soil impacts from the former orchard operations at 
the site.  
 
Additional measures to prevent any potential offsite contamination due to onsite conditions will 
include implementation of, and adherence to, soil best management practices, as required, 
throughout the site improvement and construction phases of the project as well as preparation 
and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  
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LETTER 92: GABRIELE WINDGASSE 
 
Response to Comment 92-1 
The comment provides a summary of concerns which are discussed in more detail in the following 
sections of the comment letter. As such, please see the Responses to Comments below.  
 
Response to Comment 92-2 
The comment provides a summary of concerns which are discussed in more detail in the following 
sections of the comment letter. As such, please see the Responses to Comments below.  
 
Response to Comment 92-3 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, but recommends not 
approving “a CUP for an increased number of restaurant guests to 75; a ZTA to add a height limit 
exceptions to the Placer County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance; and a subsequent CUP 
for the proposed height”. The commenter’s recommendations are noted for the record and have 
been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. As a matter of clarification, 
however, it is noted that the applicant is not requesting to increase the number of restaurant 
guests to 75. Regarding customer capacity of the accessory restaurant, this would be limited by 
the physical configuration of the dedicated dining area which occupies a portion of the tasting 
room floor level. This dedicated dining area is the only location proposed for made-to-order dining 
service. It has been specifically designed to accommodate a maximum of 32 seated guests 
(reservation only) and incorporates physical separation between itself and the rest of the tasting 
room floor.  
 
Regarding the commenter’s reference to the rural character of the area, it is noted that in Preserve 
Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560, the Appellate Court evaluated whether 
community character is a consideration in CEQA and whether changes to community character 
or social impacts constitute an environmental impact under CEQA. The Court determined CEQA 
does not require an analysis of subjective psychological feelings or social impacts. Rather, 
CEQA’s overriding and primary goal is to protect the physical environment. CEQA defines a 
“significant effect on the environment” as “substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse changes 
in physical conditions ....” (PRC section 21100. subd. [d]).  
 
Nevertheless, the comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers 
as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 92-4 
Please see Response to Comment 51-4. 
 
Response to Comment 92-5 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Parking is not a consideration 
under CEQA. Notwithstanding, it is noted that the overall project site would include approximately 
120 dedicated parking spaces.  
 
Response to Comment 92-6 
As discussed on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR: 
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Special Events, as defined by the Placer County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, 
include greater than 50 people at one time, excluding staff and tasting room patrons and 
not defined as an Agricultural Promotional Event pursuant to Section 17.56.330(D)(4)(a). 
Pursuant to Table 3 of the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, Special Events are 
allowed by right, but limited to a maximum of 12 per year. A maximum of 200 people at 
one time are allowed at Special Events. The proposed project would comply with the 
requirements included in Table 3 of the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance. 

 
Response to Comment 92-7 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and has been noted for the record 
and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 92-8 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. Please also see Master Response 5 – ZTA.  
 
Response to Comment 92-9 
This comment pertains to speculative scenarios in which the project applicant allows for the 
proposed octagon building to deteriorate over a 20-to-50-year period. CEQA does not require the 
analysis of speculative impacts. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15384, “[a]rgument, 
speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or 
inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused 
by physical impacts on the environment does not constitute substantial evidence.”  
 
Response to Comment 92-10 
Please see Response to Comment 10-5. 
 
Response to Comment 92-11 
Please see Response to Comment 9-33.  
 
Response to Comment 92-12 
Please see Response to Comment 91-3.  
 
Response to Comment 92-13 
Please see Response to Comment 91-3. In addition, Response to Comment 2-8 provides a 
summary of the requirements that would be implemented to ensure that the proposed project 
would not create or contribute runoff water which would include substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff or otherwise substantially degrade surface water quality. 
 
Response to Comment 92-14 
Please see Response to Comment 9-33.  
 
Response to Comment 92-15 
As discussed on page 13-13 of the Draft EIR, a cumulative analysis of land use is not included 
because land use plans or policies and zoning generally do not combine to result in cumulative 
impacts. The determination of significance for impacts related to such issues is whether the 
project would cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
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policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 
Such a conflict is site-specific, and, thus, is only addressed on a project-by-project basis. 
 
Nonetheless, Chapter 20, Statutorily Required Sections, provides a summary of the significant 
and unavoidable impacts that would occur due to the proposed project, including any cumulative 
impacts. As discussed on page 20-8 of the Draft EIR, a significant and unavoidable impact would 
occur related to long-term changes in visual character associated with cumulative development 
of the proposed project in combination with future buildout of Placer County. According to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093, if the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, 
including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a proposal project outweigh the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be 
considered "acceptable." As such, the County would be required to adopt a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations to address the aforementioned significant and unavoidable impact.  
 
Response to Comment 92-16 
As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the proposed project, the proposed project 
would require 190,000 cubic yards of fill. However, 165,000 cubic yards of cut and 25,000 cubic 
yards of excavation, including the wine caves, would occur, creating a balance on site. In addition, 
a discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with General Plan Policy 1.K.4 is included on 
page 13-14 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 92-17 
The commenter states that the proposed project conflicts with General Plan Policy 1.O.3, but 
provides no specifics or evidence to support this statement. A discussion of the proposed project’s 
consistency with General Plan Policy 1.O.3 is included on page 13-16 of the Draft EIR. Please 
also see Response to Comment 9-33.  
 
Response to Comment 92-18 
The commenter states that the proposed project does not fit the description of HBPCP Policy T 
but provides no specifics or evidence to support this statement. A discussion of the proposed 
project’s consistency with HBPCP Policy T is included on page 13-26 of the Draft EIR. Please 
also see Response to Comment 9-33.  
 
Because the comment provides the opinion/observation of the commenter, without substantiation, 
this is acknowledged for the record, and further response is not provided. Nonetheless, all 
comments, whether substantiated by facts or simply reflecting the position of the commenter, 
have been considered by the County throughout the decision-making process. 
 
Response to Comment 92-19 
The commenter states that the proposed project does not fit the description of HBPCP Policy 15 
but provides no specifics or evidence to support this statement. A discussion of the proposed 
project’s consistency with HBPCP Policy 15 is included on page 13-28 of the Draft EIR. Please 
also see Response to Comment 9-33. 
 
Because the comment provides the opinion/observation of the commenter, without substantiation, 
this is acknowledged for the record, and further response is not provided. Nonetheless, all 
comments, whether substantiated by facts or simply reflecting the position of the commenter, 
have been considered by the County throughout the decision-making process. 
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Response to Comment 92-20 
The commenter states that the proposed project does not fit the description of HBPCP Policy 2 
but provides no specifics or evidence to support this statement. A discussion of the proposed 
project’s consistency with HBPCP Policy 2 is included on page 13-30 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Because the comment provides the opinion/observation of the commenter, without substantiation, 
this is acknowledged for the record, and further response is not provided. Nonetheless, all 
comments, whether substantiated by facts or simply reflecting the position of the commenter, 
have been considered by the County throughout the decision-making process. 
 
Response to Comment 92-21 
Caltrans considers a vibration level of 0.012 inch/sec from a continuous/frequent intermittent 
vibration source, such as a vibratory roller, barely/slightly perceptible to a human. As indicated in 
Chapter 14, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the vibration level from an on-site vibratory roller at the 
nearest residence located 150 feet away is predicted to be 0.014 inch/sec, (two-thousandths 
greater than a barely perceptible human response), which is well below the threshold at which 
damage would occur to nearby structures and, as indicated above, would be barely perceptible. 
Considering a worst-case vibratory roller vibration level of 0.014 inch/sec and adding other  
equipment at that same distance (which have imperceptible predicted levels) would not 
substantially increase vibration at the receptor. Because the vibration generation of other 
equipment is considerably lower than that of a vibratory roller, adverse cumulative vibration effects 
would not result from concurrent operation of additional construction equipment.  
 
Response to Comment 92-22 
Based on the nature of construction activities, quantifying the noise and vibration from every 
specific piece of equipment that could potentially be used during construction phases is difficult. 
Thus, a common approach to quantify noise and vibration levels associated with construction 
activities is to rely on lists of equipment commonly used during construction activities.  
 
The equipment lists and associated reference noise/vibration levels contained in the Draft EIR’s 
construction noise and vibration impact discussions are extracted from tables contained in the 
2018 Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. It 
should be noted that the equipment contained in the FTA Manual’s tables for construction 
equipment noise and vibration do not contain reference levels for all of the same equipment types. 
Rather, the tables contain data for equipment types commonly associated with higher noise or 
vibration levels. It should further be noted that noise and vibration associated with a specific type 
of equipment is not necessarily mutually exclusive. For example, a vibratory roller is generally 
known to be associated with elevated vibration levels, and not necessarily associated with high 
noise level exposure. Further, many pieces of construction equipment produce similar noise 
and/or vibration levels. More specifically, one piece of equipment could be representative of 
noise/vibration level exposure associated with a few types of equipment. 
 
The construction equipment contained in Chapter 14, Noise, of the Draft EIR are generally 
representative of equipment that would be utilized by the project. In addition, the analyses and 
results contained in the impact discussions are believed to be generally representative of the 
expected noise and vibration exposure at nearby residential receptors. Thus, the discussions and 
analyses within the Draft EIR are adequate. 
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Response to Comment 92-23 
Magorian Mine Services (see Appendix 3 to this Final EIR) performed a field review of the 
proposed wine cave site near the end of the exploratory core drilling for the wine cave 
geotechnical report. Based on core drilling observations, Mr. Magorian concluded that:  
 

• 100 percent of the wine cave should be able to be excavated with mechanical methods;  
• the cave geology will allow tunnel excavation in large headings to stand and allow daily 

ground support to be applied without complications; and  
• natural fractures appear to be far enough apart not to complicate temporary or final 

support.  
 
As noted by Mr. Magorian in Appendix 3, over the past 25 years Magorian Mine Services has 
excavated wine caves and tunnels entirely with mechanical methods through dramatically variable 
geology, consisting of hard to soft, fractured to un-fractured rock, without the need to blast. In the 
unlikely event that blasting is necessary, it would likely only occur in a small percentage of the 
cave excavation, following all state and local regulations.  
  
Response to Comment 92-24 
The sentence referenced in the comment is referring to the existing on-site conditions to 
determine whether the proposed project would displace a substantial amount of existing housing 
or people and would not necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The 
project site does not currently contain any existing residences. As such, the discussion included 
on page 19-4 of the Draft EIR is adequate.  
 
Response to Comment 92-25 
As discussed on page 20-4 of the Draft EIR, the reasons for using HBPCP and Bickford Ranch 
Specific Plan (BRSP) as the cumulative setting are: 1) the project site is partially within the HBPCP 
wherein the majority of planned land uses surrounding the site are located; and 2) the BRSP is 
currently under construction (Phase 1) and located northwest of the project site. With regard to 
cumulative impacts associated with the octagon building, Impact 4-4 of the Draft EIR includes a 
detailed evaluation of whether the proposed project would result in long-term changes in visual 
character associated with cumulative development of the proposed project in combination with 
future buildout of the HBPCP and BRSP areas. In addition, please see Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 92-26 
Please see Master Response 1 Project Alternatives and Response to Comment 10-5. 
 
Response to Comment 92-27 
Please see Master Response 1 - Project Alternatives. 
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LETTER 93: ROB WOLF 
 
Response to Comment 93-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 94: UNKNOWN COMMENTER 
 
Response to Comment 94-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 95: HOLLY JOHNSON 
 
Response to Comment 95-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 95-2 
The comment does not directly address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Nevertheless, it is noted 
that, with the exception of the requested height of the octagon structure, the other proposed 
operational parameters, including maximum number of attendees at one time during agricultural 
promotional events, the accessory restaurant and its proposed hours of operations, are allowable 
under the County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, subject to County discretionary review 
and approval of a CUP. Staff’s analysis of the CUP findings has been provided in the staff report 
to the decisionmakers. 
 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. Please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and 
Gravity Processing, Master Response 4 – Accessory Restaurant, and Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 95-3 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the Draft EIR is missing information and data “to 
support this project as proposed” and “is in need of the cumulative effects of the project,” but does 
not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. 
 
Pursuant to the requirements set forth by CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, the Draft EIR does 
not serve “to support this project.” Rather, the Draft EIR assesses all potential project impacts 
that could occur with respect to all environmental issue areas required for analysis under CEQA. 
As part of such assessment, the Draft EIR evaluates the proposed project’s consistency with 
applicable policies, regulations, and standards established at the federal, State, and local levels 
and incorporates analyses from the County’s expert consultants. Where potential impacts are 
identified, the Draft EIR sets forth mitigation measures to reduce the severity level of the identified 
impacts to the extent feasible and discloses the level of impact that would occur subsequent to 
incorporation of mitigation. As such, the analysis within the Draft EIR is adequate and meets the 
requirements set forth by the CEQA Guidelines. In its role as the lead agency, Placer County will 
consider the information in the Draft EIR along with other information that may be presented to 
the agency in deciding whether to approve the project. 
 
Additionally, the Draft EIR contains an analysis of potential cumulative impacts that could occur 
as a result of reasonably foreseeable future development in conjunction with the proposed project 
in every technical chapter. Please see the discussions and analyses regarding potential 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4, Aesthetics, and Chapter 16, Transportation, of the Draft EIR. 
 
With respect to views from neighboring properties, the County appreciates the commenter’s 
concerns, which have been noted for the record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration in their deliberations and decision-making regarding certification of the EIR and 
potential approval of the proposed project. However, with respect to CEQA, it is emphasized that, 
as stated on page 4-4 of the Draft EIR:  
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CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) case law has established that only 
public views, not private views, are protected under CEQA. For example, in Association for 
Protection etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 720 [3 Cal. Rptr.2d 488] the 
court determined that “we must differentiate between adverse impacts upon particular 
persons and adverse impacts upon the environment of persons in general. As recognized 
by the court in Topanga Beach Renters Assn. v. Department of General Services (1976) 
58 Cal.App.3d 188 [129 Cal.Rptr. 739]: ‘[A]ll government activity has some direct or indirect 
adverse effect on some persons. The issue is not whether [the project] will adversely affect 
particular persons but whether [the project] will adversely affect the environment of persons 
in general.’” Such a conclusion is consistent with the thresholds of significance established 
in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 
Based on the above, it is appropriate to focus the aesthetic impact analysis on potential impacts 
to public views, rather than private views. 
 
Response to Comment 95-4 
The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their 
consideration of the proposed project. Please also see Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 95-5 
The commenter has included a copy of Defend Granite Bay’s letters. Please see Responses to 
Comments 3-1 through 3-9 and 5-1 through 5-8.
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LETTER 96: ERIN LINDNER 
 
Response to Comment 96-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
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LETTER 97: ROSEAMARIE LA ROCCA 
 
Response to Comment 97-1 
The comment expresses a general opinion that the Draft EIR is “fails to meet the requirements of 
the [CEQA],” but does not provide specific examples that would allow for a detailed response. 
 
Pursuant to the requirements set forth by CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, the Draft EIR does 
not serve “to support this project.” Rather, the Draft EIR assesses all potential project impacts 
that could occur with respect to all environmental issue areas required for analysis under CEQA. 
As part of such assessment, the Draft EIR evaluates the proposed project’s consistency with 
applicable policies, regulations, and standards established at the federal, State, and local levels 
and incorporates analyses from the County’s expert consultants. Where potential impacts are 
identified, the Draft EIR sets forth mitigation measures to reduce the severity level of the identified 
impacts to the extent feasible and discloses the level of impact that would occur subsequent to 
incorporation of mitigation. As such, the analysis within the Draft EIR is adequate and meets the 
requirements set forth by the CEQA Guidelines. In its role as the lead agency, Placer County will 
consider the information in the Draft EIR along with other information that may be presented to 
the agency in deciding whether to approve the project. 
 
It is noted that, with the exception of the requested height of the octagon structure, the other 
proposed operational parameters, including maximum number of attendees at one time during 
agricultural promotional events, the accessory restaurant and its proposed hours of operations, 
are allowable under the County Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, subject to County 
discretionary review and approval of a CUP.  
 
Please see Master Response 2 – Williamson Act, and Master Response 5 - ZTA. The comment 
has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration 
of the proposed project.
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LETTER 98: ELIZABETH STONE 
 
Response to Comment 98-1 
The runoff detention volume needed for the Drainage Management Areas to achieve 
hydromodification as calculated on Form 4-3, Item 10, is a total of 17,086 cubic feet (cf). The 
proposed Site Design Measures as calculated on Form 3-4, and shown on Form 4-3, Item 11, 
equate to a total of 32,184 cf. Hydromodification mitigation is met utilizing Site Design Measures 
without the supplemental detention volumes included in Item 14. The supplemental detention 
volume is not necessary for compliance but is shown to demonstrate that more than adequate 
resources are available onsite for hydromodification mitigation. Should the volumes within the 
ponds become needed for hydromodification purposes, they are proposed to be hydraulically 
connected via pipes and are expected to function as a system.  
 
Response to Comment 98-2 
Form 3-7 is included as Appendix 4 to this Final EIR to demonstrate that no Flow Through 
Detention Volume via Flow-Through Planters, Tree Boxes, and/or Media Filters is proposed to be 
utilized for the project’s mitigation measures.  
 
Response to Comment 98-3 
This Draft EIR analyzes the impacts of the project as described in the Project Description (Draft 
EIR, Chapter 3).  The proposed project would develop a full production winery, including wine 
production facilities, a tasting room, an underground wine cave network, an accessory restaurant, 
and other associated facilities, on 17.96 acres of the 44.14-acre parcel area.  The analysis 
included in the Draft EIR is not required to evaluate the effects of the existing vineyard’s crop 
production and harvesting operations that are not a part of the winery project.  Crop production is 
a use allowed by right under the property’s current zoning designations.  All grading performed 
prior to completion of the NOP for the winery project was associated with crop production activity 
which is monitored and regulated through a separate process and not a part of the project 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
 
The purpose of the Drainage Technical Memo was to analyze the pre- and post- project hydrologic 
and hydraulic conditions and recommend mitigation measures for Flood Control and Storm Water 
Quality impacts associated with construction of the project features.  An analysis of the 10-year 
and 100-year storm events is appropriate for this analysis and a standard County requirement. 
 
The impacts caused by the construction of the project features is discussed in Chapter 12, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.  A discussed in Chapter 12, compliance with the 
State NPDES Construction General Permit and Article 8.28 and 15.48 of the Placer County Code, 
as required by Mitigation Measures 10-2(a) through 10-2(c) within this Draft EIR, would minimize 
the potential degradation of stormwater quality and downstream surface water associated with 
construction of the proposed project.  
 
Response to Comment 98-4 
Please see Response to Comment 9-15.  
 
Response to Comment 98-5 
Please see Master Response 1 – Project Alternatives.  
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Response to Comment 98-6 
A disadvantage of the Reduced Height Alternative, as analyzed in the Draft EIR, is the increased 
impact to the existing oak woodlands. This impact is primarily increased due to the substantially 
larger building footprint (and significant associated grading) required to house the operations in a 
shorter overall structure situated on the sloped hillside.  
 
An additional cause of this increase is the need to remove many more trees to achieve a 
comparable (though not equal) view to that which is achieved from the tasting room level at the 
proposed height.  
 
Lastly, in order to construct the project as proposed, i.e., without impacting more trees than those 
shown, considerable measures are being taken to avoid said additional impacts. For instance, 
the precise placements of the octagon building, elevator shaft, caves, and site circulation were 
selected after an intensive process of geolocating these components onsite and incrementally 
adjusting each (both alone and collectively) until the optimal layout was achieved relative to tree 
impacts.  
 
Response to Comment 98-7 
The minimization of the use of pumps at Project 8 starts with the sorting line being located directly 
above the cave to allow for the processed berries to freely drop (by gravity) to the fermentation 
level below. This process optimization therefore necessitates the alignment of the primary 
processing area with the cave below. With respect to filtration, using pumps to create the pressure 
negates the benefit of the increased time/decreased flow as described in Master Response 3 – 
Octagon Building and Gravity Processing. It also results in reduced complex molecule lengths 
which imbue wine with enhanced characteristics.  
 
A feasibility study done during the preliminary design phase of Project 8 explored excavating the 
cave to a depth deeper than currently proposed, which brought to light multiple challenges 
associated with meeting critical life safety requirements. For example, the cave, as proposed, 
represents the maximum depth that can be achieved before exceeding the maximum allowable 
emergency egress path of travel in a sprinklered facility. Increasing the depth as suggested in the 
subject comment would introduce requirements for a series of multiple additional emergency exits 
which would render the cave impractical to construct and result in the need for substantial soil off-
haul, which would not be required for the proposed project.  
 
Response to Comment 98-8 
Please see Responses to Comments 21-3, 41-10, and 60-7.  

Response to Comment 98-9 
The Draft EIR analysis does not make a significance determination by comparing the VMT 
estimate of the Project 8 Winery project to the VMT estimates for other wineries. As directed by 
Placer County Transportation Analysis Guidelines, the significance criterion for this type of use is 
zero net increase in total regional VMT. As noted in the Draft EIR, because the Project 8 Winery 
increases total regional VMT, its VMT impact is significant. 
 
The Draft EIR Transportation Impact Analysis does make use of the average daily trip length 
identified for similar wineries to estimate the Project 8 Winery project’s total regional VMT.  While 
no evidence is offered to suggest an alternative average trip length, because the project’s VMT 
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impact is significant and unavoidable under the Draft EIR’s assumptions, the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable if a longer average trip length was assumed. 
 
The Draft EIR does present additional information regarding the distance to potential trip origins 
from the Project 8 Winery and from another Placer County winery (Villa Castellano) in Table 16-
9.  This information was presented to provide additional perspective but is not itself a significance 
criterion. 
 
Additional analysis is not required to address the Project’ 8 Winery VMT impacts.  
 
Response to Comment 98-10 
As shown in Draft EIR Table 16-8, the Transportation Impact Analysis assumes that 50 persons 
would visit the site for tasting, as part of regular operation for 364 days each year. The Project 8 
Winery project’s total VMT estimate also includes another 75 persons traveling to the site for 
agricultural promotion events (200 per year) and for rolling promotional events (8 per year) and 
200 persons at the site for special events (12 per year). The VMT estimate also includes separate 
trips for the restaurant occurring 320 days a year.   
 
On an annual basis, the Draft EIR analysis assumes that 37,400 persons visit the site for regular 
tasting and events. This forecast is equal to an average of 102 persons per day, which exceeds 
the 75-patron attendance level suggested by the comment.  
 
The comment does not provide substantial evidence to support its contention that guest visitation 
for tasting on the days when no event occurs would be the same as the number of guests 
permitted for agricultural promotional events. 
 
Additional analysis is not required. 
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PROJECT 8 WINERY PROJECT  
DRAFT EIR COMMENT HEARING SUMMARY 
Date:   December 15, 2022 
Time:   10:00 AM 
Location:  Placer County Community Development Resource Center 

Planning Commission Hearing Room 
3091 County Center Drive, 
Auburn, CA 95603 

 
Verbal Comments (arranged in order of “appearance” of commenter): 
 
Public Comments 
 
Commenter 1 (Vic Massenkoff) 

• Commenter states that the proposed winery and vineyard, including fuel modification, are 
beneficial to the community, and that the proposed project would provide a good fuel break 
to the north of the project site.  

• Commenter states that the proposed pond would also be a valuable resource for 
firefighting in the area.  

• Commenter states that the Draft EIR is incorrect, and that the Penryn Fire District would 
be the first responders for the proposed project.  

 
Commenter 2 (Patty Neifer) 

• Commenter states that the project objectives are too narrow, making the proposed project 
a foregone conclusion, which violates CEQA requirements.  

• Commenter states that the proposed restaurant and winery are not evaluated in the Draft 
EIR in the context of the Williamson Act. 

• Commenter expresses dissatisfaction with the noise study performed for the proposed 
project, stating that ridge topography was not adequately examined.  

• Commenter states that the Draft EIR should include analysis of an alternative that does 
not include a tower.  

• Commenter expressed concern that the proposed project would disrupt the rural aesthetic 
of the surrounding area. 

• Commenter states that a height exception through a ZTA is unheard of, and would grant 
special privileges to wineries. 

 
Commenter 3 (Carol Brock) 

• Commenter expresses the desire to see an estimation of traffic on Callison Road. 
• Commenter estimates that 15,000 to 20,000 cars use Callison Road per year, before 

implementation of the proposed project, and expresses concerns about increased traffic.  
• Commenter states a preference that site access would be from Taylor Road, not Callison 

Road.  
• Commenter expresses the concern that trips coming from English Colony were not 

addressed.  
• Commenter expresses concern that the rural aesthetic of the surrounding area would be 

disrupted.  
 

Letter 99 

99-1 

99-2 

99-3 

99-4 

99-8 

99-6 

99-7 

99-5 

99-11 

99-10 

99-9 
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Commenter 4 (Andy Bell) 
• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project. 

 
Commenter 5 (Michael Duarte) 

• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project. 
 
Commenter 6 (Gayle Russell) 

• Commenter expresses concern about the ZTA, stating that it seems wrong to 
accommodate one person’s desired development. 

o Commenter expressed the opinion that approval of the ZTA would not be an 
equitable process. 

• Commenter states that the industrial nature of the proposed project would be an 
interruption in the rural residential area. 

• Commenter expresses concern that traffic impacts were not adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR.  

• Commenter states that the water source for the proposed project is unclear. 
o Commenter asks if irrigation water will be used for grapes, and if a well will be used 

to supply water to the proposed restaurant.  
o Commenter expresses concerns that groundwater may be impacted.  

• Commenter states that Callison Road will be subject to too great an increase in traffic. 
• Commenter expresses that site access should be from Taylor Road, not Callison Road. 

 
Commenter 7 (Wayne Nader) 

• Commenter states that the proposed ZTA language is too loose, and should include height 
limitations. 

• Commenter expresses concern that although the stated building height is 75 feet, 
mechanisms could be higher. The commenter states the desire to know the full height of 
the proposed building.  

• Regarding Mitigation Measure on page 4-25 of the Draft EIR, the commenter states that 
if trees are damaged during construction, the applicant will need to replace them, because 
the on-site trees are essential to block public views of the project site. The commenter 
states that there needs to be tight controls on how such trees should be protected to 
ensure that trees are not lost so that building coverage can be preserved.  

• Commenter indicates that there is an inconsistency with the County Code in the third 
paragraph of page 4-21 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR refers to “atop a knoll,” which 
would avoid County Code language regarding structures built upon hills. Commenter 
states that there is a big difference between a knoll and a hill, and that the wording seems 
suspicious and convenient. 

 
Commenter 8 (Trey Pitsenberger) 

• Commenter states that construction will be occurring at certain intersections that involve 
the Lincoln Highway, where concrete that was first poured in 1916 is present under the 
asphalt. Commenter expresses concern that construction activities would cause adverse 
impacts to the historical resource. 

• Commenter states the desire for the Lincoln Highway Association, of which the commenter 
is the President, to be involved throughout the process.  

• Commenter states that the historical importance of the project site should be considered.  
 

99-12 

99-13 
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99-16 
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99-22 
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99-24 
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Commenter 9 (Justin Simarro) 
• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project.  

 
Commenter 10 (Joel Windmiller) 

• Commenter expresses concerns that the Taylor Road/Sisely Road intersection, a concrete 
roadway, would be negatively impacted by the proposed project.  

o Commenter states that the existing concrete Lincoln Highway was paved over in 
1930, and constitutes a historical resource. 

• Commenter cites Goal C, Policy J of the Placer County General Plan, which encourages 
the preservation of the circulation history of Placer County.  
 

Commenter 11 (Travis Kageta) 
• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project, further stating that the proposed 

project would provide good opportunities for farm-to-fork. 
• Commenter states the opinion that the Draft EIR was well-written but incomplete. 

 
Commenter 12 (Mark Agan) 

• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project. 
• Commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed winery would be aesthetically better 

than more houses. 
• Commenter believes the proposed turn lane is beneficial. 
• Commenter states that although they understand the height of the proposed tower is a 

concern, it would still be set back from the road.  
 
Commenter 13 (Glen Osborn) 

• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project. 
 
Commenter 14 (Tom Aguilar) 

• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project. 
• Commenter states that agri-tourism is beneficial to the community. 
• Commenter states that their ranch can attract up to 200 cars per day without causing traffic 

issues.   
 
Commenter 15 (Tiffany McKenzie) 

• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project on behalf of Visit Placer. 
 
Commenter 16 (Doug McDougall) 

• Commenter refers to an existing winery that routinely defies Placer County rules by 
hosting too many events and generating excessive noise and light pollution. 

• Commenter states that neighbors of the existing winery have lost the right of privacy. 
• Commenter expresses the opinion that allowing a CUP for the proposed project to 

increase the maximum allowable attendees at one time from 50 to 75 is unfair because 
the Winery Ordinance was developed over multiple years. 

• Commenter expresses the concern that no one will be in charge of ensuring the proposed 
project would adhere to the limit on attendees.  

• Commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed 75-foot height of the proposed tower 
is unnecessary.  
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• Commenter states the opinion that County Code Enforcement is understaffed.  
• Commenter expresses concerns about noise impacts due to music played at the project 

site.  
• Commenter expresses concerns that the proposed project is not consistent with the 

character of the surrounding area. 
 
Commenter 17 (Ann Henderickson) 

• Commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed project would destroy existing views 
of the ridge.  

• Commenter states the opinion that the ZTA is not necessary. 
• Commenter expresses concerns about impacts related to herbicides and pesticides used 

on grapes grown on the project site. 
• Commenter expresses concerns about increased traffic. 
• Commenter expresses concern about the price of the proposed restaurant and wine 

production, questioning if they would serve the local community.  
• Commenter expresses concern about the proposed project changing the nature of the 

existing community. 
 
Commenter 18 (Cherri Spriggs) 

• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project. 
 
Commenter 19 (Leslie Bisharat) 

• Commenter expresses concerns about the proposed height of the project, stating that it is 
not valid to ignore an established ordinance.  

• Commenter states that the proposed vertical shaft is not needed for gravity filtration, 
stating that such filtration could be done using the natural slope on which the proposed 
winery would be built. 

• Commenter states the opinion that the proposed gravity filtration, and the associated 
tower, is a ruse to establish the proposed winery and restaurant.  

• Commenter states the opinion that the landscaping simulations are misleading, in that the 
landscaping shown therein would not be accomplished for a long period of time. 

 
Commenter 20 (Tamara Ekins) 

• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project. 
 
Commenter 21 (Doug DiRuscio) 

• Commenter expresses concern that the proposed project is not compatible with the 
character of the area. 

• Commenter states that people at the top of the proposed tower would be able to look into 
neighbor’s property, violating privacy. 

• Commenter states the opinion that the Reduced Height Alternative is preferable to the 
proposed project, and would not violate established Winery Ordinances. 

• Commenter expresses concern that the proposed project would host more attendees than 
is allowed under the Winery Ordinance. 

 
Commenter 22 (Joshua Hanosh) 

• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project.  
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Commenter 23 (Tim Onderko) 
• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project.  

 
Commenter 24 (Laurie Lewis) 

• Commenter expresses concerns that the proposed tower will allow views into neighboring 
homes, violating privacy. 

 
Commenter 25 (David Saxton) 

• Commenter expresses concern about increased traffic. 
• Commenter expressed concern about impacts upon wildlife. 
• Commenter expressed support for the proposed project. 

 
Commenter 26 (Cheryl Berkema) 

• Commenter expresses concern that the project applicant is not following proper 
procedures for amending the Winery Ordinance. 

• Commenter expresses skepticism that the proposed project is characterized as a “state-
of-the-art” winery, stating that the project should have net zero water consumption and 
green building certification. 

• Commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address why a 75-foot tower is 
necessary. 

• Commenter states that the Draft EIR should include an alternative which includes 
underground filtration. 

• Commenter states that proper notification of a change to the Winery Ordinance was not 
adequately advertised to the public. 

• Commenter states that cumulative impacts of the proposed project were not adequately 
addressed in the Draft EIR.  

 
Commenter 27 (Jane Lisgaith) 

• Commenter expresses support for the proposed project. 
 
Commenter 28 (Muriel Davis) 

• Commenter states the opinion that the project description is misleading; rather than a 
winery or vineyard, the proposed project would be a tall destination restaurant.  

• Commenter states that the Draft EIR misrepresents the proposed restaurant as an 
accessory. 

• Commenter expresses the opinion that the proposed 75-foot height of the tower is 
unnecessary. 

• Commenter states concerns that noise impacts were not adequately addressed in the 
Draft EIR.  

• Commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address traffic impacts. 
• Commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts related to 

violation of a Williamson Act contract. 
• Commenter expresses concern that approval of the ZTA will lead to other projects in the 

County. 
• Commenter expresses concern that height limitations are not established in the ZTA 

language. 
• Commenter states the opinion that approval of the ZTA will disrupt the rural environment. 
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Commenter 29 (Kevin Owens) 
• Commenter states the opinion that the project description is misleading, and that the 

proposed project is more like an event center. 
• Commenter expresses concerns that the Draft EIR did not adequately address noise 

impacts. 
o Commenter expresses concern about pre-dawn noise impacts. 

• Commenter expresses concerns about transportation impacts.  
• Commenter expresses concern about the use of pesticides on-site that may impact water 

quality. 
• Commenter expresses opposition to the approval of the ZTA.  

 
Commenter 30 (Aaron)  

• Commenter expresses concern that approval of the ZTA will lead to changes in the nature 
of the community in the region.  

• Commenter expresses the opinion that the 75-foot height of the proposed tower is 
unnecessary. 

 
Commenter 31 (Larissa Berry) 

• Commenter states that one of the alternatives is predicated on the approval of the ZTA; 
should the ZTA not be approved, the alternative would not be viable. 

• Commenter states the desire for the preparation of a new alternative that would include 
an underground gravity filtration system.  

• Commenter states that the Draft EIR should address a potential conflict with a Williamson 
Act contract. 

 
Commenter 32 (Donna Delno) 

• Commenter expresses the opinion that the Draft EIR does not adequately address noise 
impacts, stating that sound will be coming from two different areas. 

• Commenter states that the proposed 75-foot height of the proposed tower is unnecessary. 
• Commenter expresses the concern that the County does not have good code 

enforcement. 
• Commenter expresses disapproval of the proposed ZTA.  

 
Commissioner Comments 
 
Commenter 33 (Commissioner Woodward) 

• Commenter expresses the opinion that the alternatives comparison chart is misleading 
because the difference between some impacts is trivial, while others are extreme.  

• Commenter states the desire for revision of the alternatives section to provide more clarity 
for the reader. 

 
Commenter 34 (Commissioner DeMattei) 

• Commenter states concerns about visibility of the proposed project from Taylor Road. 
• Commenter expresses concern that screening of the site from public views is dependent 

on vegetation, which may not be permanent. 
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Commenter 35 (Chair Herzog) 
• Commenter expresses support for the proposed ZTA, stating that when the Winery 

Ordinance was established, future changes were anticipated.  
  

99-88 
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LETTER 99: PUBLIC COMMENT HEARING SUMMARY 
 
Response to Comment 99-1 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-2 
As discussed on page 18-11 of the Draft EIR, responsibility for wildland fire suppression at the 
project site is the sole responsibility of the State (i.e., CAL FIRE), given that the project site is 
located within a State Responsibility Area (SRA). Fire and rescue service for the project site are 
the responsibility of the PFPD, as well as the NFPD. More specifically, the octagon building would 
be within the PFPD district, and the processing/warehouse building would be within the NFPD 
boundaries. Furthermore, as stated on page 15-20 of the Draft EIR, according to the PFPD, due 
to the location of the development within the project site, the PFPD would be the first to respond 
to on-site fires. Therefore, the Draft EIR adequately indicates that the PFPD is the first responders 
for the proposed project.  
 
Response to Comment 99-3 
Please see Master Response 1 - Project Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 99-4 
Please see Master Response 2 - Williamson Act. 
 
Response to Comment 99-5 
As discussed on page 39 of the Environmental Noise & Vibration Assessment prepared for the 
proposed project and included as Appendix O of the Draft EIR, to account for shielding provided 
by intervening topography, elevation data for the entire project area was input to the noise analysis 
model. In addition, using aerial imagery and the project site plans, model inputs for both hard 
surfaces, soft surfaces, and vegetated areas were applied. 
 
Response to Comment 99-6 
Please see Master Response 1 - Project Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 99-7 
Please see Master Response 5 - ZTA. In addition, the commenter expresses concerns regarding 
the project’s effects to the rural aesthetic of the area. In Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 
245 Cal.App.4th 560, the Appellate Court evaluated whether community character is a 
consideration in CEQA and whether changes to community character or social impacts constitute 
an environmental impact under CEQA. The Court determined CEQA does not require an analysis 
of subjective psychological feelings or social impacts. Rather, CEQA’s overriding and primary 
goal is to protect the physical environment. CEQA defines a “significant effect on the environment” 
as “substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse changes in physical conditions ....” (PRC 
section 21100. subd. [d]).  
 
Response to Comment 99-8 
Please see Response to Comment 21-2.   
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Response to Comment 99-9 
Please see Response to Comment 21-4. 
 
Response to Comment 99-10 
In the case of traffic operations, specifically intersection and roadway LOS, such an analysis is 
not required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(a) because congestion and 
intersection operations no longer constitute a transportation impact under CEQA. Placer County 
staff will separately review LOS for the project’s consistency with General Plan policies based on 
the LTA performed for the project by KD Anderson & Associates, which assessed the Taylor 
Road/English Colony/Rock Springs Intersection. The comment has been noted for the record and 
forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-11 
Please see Response to Comment 99-7. 
 
Response to Comment 99-12 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-13 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-14 
Please see Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 99-15 
The project is not industrial in nature. Chapter 13, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, 
discusses the project’s consistency with the current Residential Agricultural and Farm zoning of 
the project site. In terms of the project’s compatibility with the scale and character of the area, this 
is ultimately a determination of the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Response to Comment 99-16 
The commenter generally alleges that traffic impacts were not adequately addressed in the Draft 
EIR, but does not provide specific evidence to support this claim. Please refer to Chapter 16, 
Transportation, of the Draft EIR, which includes a detailed evaluation of the project’s potential 
transportation impacts, pursuant to CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment 99-17 
Potable water (e.g., water used for the proposed restaurant) would be provided to the project site 
by an existing on-site public well (Public Well 20-2), constructed in accordance with State and 
County requirements. Irrigation water (i.e., water used for grapes) is currently provided on-site by 
PCWA surface water from the Antelope Canal, which traverses the property. In addition, two 
existing, non-public wells are located on-site, which produce a total of 90 gpm and could be used 
to replace the supply from the irrigation canal in the event the canal supply is ever temporarily 
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interrupted. It should be noted that the agricultural operation for the cultivation of the grape vines 
is outside of the project area and not analyzed as part of this EIR.  
 
Impacts related to groundwater are addressed in Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of 
the Draft EIR. As discussed under Impact 12-3, the use of Public Well 20-2 for the project 
operations would not have any adverse effects on the wells of neighboring property owners. As a 
result, impacts were determined to be less than significant. 
 
Response to Comment 99-18 
Please see Response to Comment 20-1.  
 
Response to Comment 99-19 
Please see Response to Comment 21-4. 
 
Response to Comment 99-20 
Please see Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 99-21 
Please see Response to Comment 51-4. 
 
Response to Comment 99-22 
Please see Response to Comment 51-5.  
 
Response to Comment 99-23 
The use of the word knoll on page 4-21 is not intended to avoid the use of the word hill. The use 
of the word hill is included in many places throughout the Draft EIR including on page 3-9, which 
states that the octagon building would, “sit atop the hill located in the northern portion of the project 
site.” In addition, as discussed on pages 13-14 and 13-15 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project 
would be consistent with General Plan Policy 1.K.6, which includes several hilltop development 
standards. As discussed therein, the project site features gently rolling terrain, with a hilltop in the 
northern portion of the site. The processing/warehouse building would be located at the base of 
the hillside on which the octagon building would be constructed. Additionally, an approximately 
900-sf outdoor, covered utility pad would be built into the hillside, approximately 40 feet south of 
the Antelope Canal, near the eastern boundary of the project site. Therefore, the proposed 
project’s consistency with County requirements regarding structures built upon hills has been 
adequately addressed within the Draft EIR. The use of the word hill in place of the word knoll on 
page 4-21 of the Draft EIR would not change any of the conclusions included therein.  
 
Further, it is noted that the referenced terminology used in the Draft EIR does not affect the 
significance conclusion of the Draft EIR regarding aesthetics. The Draft EIR concluded that the 
proposed octagon building would result in a significant aesthetic impact by substantially degrading 
the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, as seen from public views. 
In an effort to reduce the magnitude of the impact, the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 4-
2. The mitigation, among other things, requires additional plantings along the project’s Callison 
Road frontage, a living façade on floors 2-4 of the octagon building, and structural materials on 
the upper portion of the octagon building that are representative of the surrounding oak woodland. 
Nevertheless, the project’s aesthetic impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Response to Comment 99-24 
Potential impacts to historical resources associated with the proposed project are addressed in 
Chapter 8, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR. As part of the analysis included therein, a Cultural 
Resources Study was prepared by LSA Associates, Inc., and is included as Appendix G to the 
Draft EIR. Based on a literature review conducted as part of the Cultural Resources Study, 
portions of Callison Road were identified as being a potential historic resource (P-31-003277). 
However, as noted in Impact 8-1 of the Draft EIR, portions of Callison Road within the project site 
are not eligible under the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and California Register of 
Historic Resources (CRHR) criteria.  
 
Roadway improvements coincident with the original alignment of the Lincoln Highway would only 
occur at the intersection of Taylor Road and Callison Road. Specifically, the addition of a left-turn 
lane on eastbound Taylor Road. All construction would occur within the existing right-of-way and 
primarily south of the intersection. Construction of the new turn lane would entail removal of 
surface level material, alteration of striping, modification of the existing shoulders, and repaving. 
Design and construction would be consistent with modern engineering and safety practices. The 
original conveyance of the Lincoln Highway would remain in place within the historical alignment. 
The rural bucolic nature of the surrounding area would not be changed. The applicant is 
committed to working with the Lincoln Highway Association in coordination with Placer County to 
make any reasonable effort to preserve important historical features or incorporate a historical 
marker. Doing so would be voluntary and not an effort to mitigate a significant impact pursuant to 
CEQA given that the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact to the Lincoln 
Highway.  
 
Response to Comment 99-25 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-26 
Please see Response to Comment 99-24. 
 
Response to Comment 99-27 
Comments regarding support of the proposed project do not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of 
their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
The commenter also states that the Draft EIR is incomplete but provides no specifics or evidence 
to support this statement. Because the comment provides the opinion/observation of the 
commenter, without substantiation, this is acknowledged for the record, and further response is 
not provided. Nonetheless, all comments, whether substantiated by facts or simply reflecting the 
position of the commenter, have been considered by the County throughout the decision-making 
process. 
 
Response to Comment 99-28 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.  
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Response to Comment 99-29 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-30 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-31 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-32 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR but pertains to an existing winery 
that allegedly regularly violates County codes. The operation of an existing winery has no direct 
bearing on the operation of the proposed project. Nevertheless, the comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. In addition, potential impacts regarding noise and light pollution generated by the 
proposed project are addressed in Chapter 14 and Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, respectively. 
 
Response to Comment 99-33 
With regard to the approval of a CUP for the proposed project, the County, as the lead agency, 
has the ability to approve the project, deny it, or approve it with conditions. As the lead agency, 
the County is required to consider the information in the Draft EIR along with any other available 
information in deciding whether to approve the application.  
 
Regarding enforcement concerns, please see Response to Comment 16-17. 
 
Response to Comment 99-34 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. Please also see Master Response 3 - Octagon Building and Gravity Processing. 
 
Response to Comment 99-35 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 
16-17. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part 
of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-36 
Potential impacts regarding noise generated by the proposed project are addressed in Chapter 
14 of the Draft EIR. Specifically outdoor amplified music noise impacts are addressed on pages 
14-37 through 14-43 of the Draft EIR. As noted therein, the increases in ambient noise levels from 
project outdoor amplified music would be well below the applied increase significance criterion of 
5.0 decibels (dB) and would comply with applicable Placer County General Plan and Placer 



Administrative Final EIR 
Project 8 Winery Project 

March 2023 
 

 
Chapter 2 – Responses to Comments 

Page 2-384 

County Code noise level standards at the nearest existing residential uses. Therefore, noise 
exposure from project outdoor amplified music at nearby residences was determined to result in 
a less-than-significant impact. 
 
Response to Comment 99-37 
Please see Response to Comment 99-7. 
 
Response to Comment 99-38 
Please see Response to Comment 60-4. 
 
Response to Comment 99-39 
Please see Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 99-40 
Please see Response to Comment 41-12. 
 
Response to Comment 99-41 
The commenter expresses concerns related to traffic impacts but does not provide any specifics 
allowing for a more detailed response. Please refer to Chapter 16, Transportation, of the Draft 
EIR, which includes a detailed evaluation of the project’s potential transportation impacts, 
pursuant to CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment 99-42 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-43 
Please see Response to Comment 99-7. 
 
Response to Comment 99-44 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-45 
Please see Master Response 3 - Octagon Building and Gravity Processing. 
 
Response to Comment 99-46 
The commenter is correct in that photo simulations show landscaping at maturity. However, 
screening from mature vegetation as shown in the photo simulations was not used as evidence 
to conclude a less-than-significant impact. Rather, the Draft EIR concluded that the proposed 
project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to substantially degrading the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings. Even if photo 
simulations were prepared showing the progression of landscaping growth, the conclusions 
included in the Draft EIR would not change.   
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Response to Comment 99-47 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-48 
Please see Response to Comment 99-7. 
 
Response to Comment 99-49 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-50 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-51 
The comment is somewhat unclear. If the commenter is referring to the applicant’s request to 
increase the maximum number of attendees at one time at agricultural promotional events from 
50 to 75, this is allowable under the Winery and Farm Brewery Ordinance, subject to County 
review and approval of a CUP. The list of entitlements for the proposed project includes a CUP.  
 
Response to Comment 99-52 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-53 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-54 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-55 
The commenter expresses concerns related to traffic impacts but does not provide any specifics 
allowing for a more detailed response. Please refer to Chapter 16, Transportation, of the Draft 
EIR, which includes a detailed evaluation of the project’s potential transportation impacts, 
pursuant to CEQA.  
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Response to Comment 99-56 
The commenter expresses concerns related to wildlife impacts but does not provide any specifics 
allowing for a more detailed response. Potential impacts upon wildlife associated with the 
proposed project are addressed in Chapter 7, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 99-57 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-58 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. Please also see Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 99-59 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project. It should also be noted that the proposed project would be required to comply with Title 
24 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), which is known as the California Building 
Standards Code (CBSC), including the California Green Building Standards Code (Part 11 of Title 
24), commonly referred to as CALGreen. The CALGreen Code establishes minimum mandatory 
standards and voluntary standards pertaining to the planning and design of sustainable site 
development, energy efficiency (in excess of the California Energy Code requirements), water 
conservation, material conservation, and interior air quality.  
 
Response to Comment 99-60 
Please see Master Response 3 - Octagon Building and Gravity Processing. 
 
Response to Comment 99-61 
Please see Master Response 1 - Project Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 99-62 
The proposed ZTA will be properly noticed prior to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors hearings on the project, which meets the legal requirements for the proposed ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 99-63 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 requires that an EIR discuss the cumulative and long-term 
effects of the proposed project that would adversely affect the environment. A discussion of 
cumulative impacts is provided within each of the technical chapters of the Draft EIR, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15130. The commenter provides no substantial evidence that the Draft 
EIR’s cumulative analysis is inadequate.  
 
Response to Comment 99-64 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment has been noted for 
the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part of their consideration of the proposed 
project.  
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Response to Comment 99-65 
As discussed within Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would 
develop a full production winery, including wine production facilities, a tasting room, an 
underground wine cave network, an accessory restaurant, and other associated facilities. As 
such, the description of the proposed project included within the Draft EIR is adequate. 
 
Response to Comment 99-66 
Please see Master Response 4 - Accessory Restaurant. 
 
Response to Comment 99-67 
Please see Master Response 3 - Octagon Building and Gravity Processing. 
 
Response to Comment 99-68 
The commenter states that noise impacts were not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR, but 
provides no specifics or evidence to support this statement. Potential impacts regarding noise 
generated by the proposed project are addressed in Chapter 14 of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 99-69 
The commenter states that traffic impacts were not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR, but 
provides no specifics or evidence to support this statement. Potential impacts regarding traffic 
generated by the proposed project are addressed in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 99-70 
Please see Master Response 2 - Williamson Act. 
 
Response to Comment 99-71 
Please see Master Response 5 - ZTA. Regarding the portion of the comment about the rural 
environment, please see Response to Comment 99-7.  
 
Response to Comment 99-72 
Please see Response to Comment 99-65. 
 
Response to Comment 99-73 
The project does not propose operations during nighttime hours (i.e., 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM). As 
such, nighttime (i.e., pre-dawn) noise levels would not exceed daytime noise levels at the project 
site. Please see Response to Comment 60-10 for further detail.  
 
Response to Comment 99-74 
The commenter states that traffic impacts were not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR, but 
provides no specifics or evidence to support this statement. Potential impacts regarding traffic 
generated by the proposed project are addressed in Chapter 16 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 99-75 
Please see Response to Comment 41-12. 
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Response to Comment 99-76 
Please see Master Response 5 - ZTA. The commenter’s opposition to the proposed ZTA is noted 
for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 99-77 
Please see Master Response 5 – ZTA and Response to Comment 99-7 regarding concerns about 
changes to the nature of the community.  
 
Response to Comment 99-78 
Please see Master Response 3 - Octagon Building and Gravity Processing. The commenter’s 
concern is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers for their 
consideration.  
 
Response to Comment 99-79 
Please see Master Response 1 - Project Alternatives. 
 
Response to Comment 99-80 
Please see Master Response 2 - Williamson Act. 
 
Response to Comment 99-81 
The commenter states that noise is inadequately addressed but does not provide enough detail 
to allow a more meaningful and specific response. Please see Response to Comment 60-10.  
 
Response to Comment 99-82 
The commenter’s concern is noted for the record and has been forwarded to the decision-makers 
for their consideration. Please see Master Response 3 – Octagon Building and Gravity 
Processing. 
 
Response to Comment 99-83 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 
16-17. The comment has been noted for the record and forwarded to the decisionmakers as part 
of their consideration of the proposed project. 
 
Response to Comment 99-84 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed ZTA is noted for the record and has been forwarded 
to the decision-makers for their consideration. Please see Master Response 5 - ZTA. 
 
Response to Comment 99-85 
The comment pertains to Table 21-2, Comparison of Environmental Impacts for Project 
Alternatives, contained in Chapter 21 of the Draft EIR. The intent of Table 21-2 is to provide a 
general overview of the findings of the comparative alternatives analysis contained in the 
preceding 15 pages of Chapter 21. The table is not intended to provide a detailed comparison of 
each alternative to the proposed project.  
 
Response to Comment 99-86 
Please see Response to Comment 9-15.   
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Response to Comment 99-87 
The commenter is correct in that, due to the deciduous nature of screening vegetation, screening 
may vary based on the time of year. However, the photos included in the Draft EIR of existing 
conditions were taken during a site visit in October of 2021. Therefore, the conditions shown are 
presumed not to have vegetation at its fullest, as leaf dropping would have begun to occur. 
Nonetheless, screening from mature vegetation as shown in the photo simulations was not used 
as evidence to conclude a less-than-significant impact. Rather, the Draft EIR concluded that the 
proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to substantially 
degrading the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings. 
Even if photo simulations were prepared showing the vegetation at different progressions 
throughout the year, the conclusions included in the Draft EIR would not change.  
 
Response to Comment 99-88 
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and is noted for the record.  
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